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Abstract 
Response to Intervention (RTI) was a major change to the way school districts 
across the country provided intervention to students at risk of lagging behind in the areas 
of reading, math, and behavior with a focus on early reading instruction, changing the 
way all school districts provided academic intervention to students and how they 
identified students with learning disabilities.  The Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA), 2004 provided legislative requirements that all public school districts across 
the country provide research based reading instruction prior to referring a student to be 
considered as having a learning disability.  Although the federal government authorized 
this initiative they gave no specific implementation guidelines, and gave individual states 
the authority to implement the mandate. The New York State Education Department 
(NYSED), unlike other state education departments around the country who did provide 
guidelines for RTI grades K through 12, decided to mandate RTI only for grades K 
through 4, to be fully implemented by the year 2012 (Delorenzo & Stevens, 2008).  
Where did this leave middle schools in New York State to provide RTI to their students? 
Using a mixed methods approach, this researcher conducted a regional program 
evaluation and surveyed all school administrators in three counties in the southeastern 
region of New York State, to ascertain what percentage of middle schools have 
implemented RTI, to what degree, and what factors influenced the successful 
implementation of RTI and what factors may have been the barriers to success.  Using the 
information from both the survey and the interviews, this researcher presented findings 
and specific recommendations in order to assist middle schools across the state to 
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successfully implement RTI.  The findings and recommendations will add to the body of 
research available on RTI, especially at the middle school level.  Follow-up studies are 
encouraged to assist school districts in moving toward full implementation of RTI at the 
secondary level. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 1997) also known as 
Public Law (PL) 94-142 has been in effect since 1975.  This federal legislation was the 
first to afford children with disabilities equal access to education.  Prior to this legislation, 
children with severe disabilities were completely excluded from the educational process, 
and children with mild to moderate disabilities were not provided with supports or 
services to assist them in reaching their potential in the same way that a typical student 
was educated (U.S. Department of Education, 2004).  Turnbull (2005) stated, “Law is a 
form of behavior modification.  It regulates the behaviors between the government and 
the governed, and it shapes the behavior of both.  In this respect, the law plays its 
traditional role of social engineering—shaping the ways that society operates” (p. 320). 
According to Payne and Edwards (2010) middle school students start to show 
signs connected to high school drop out as early as 6th grade.  They identified five 
middle school factors that significantly reduce their potential to graduate from high 
school.  These factors were failing grades in Math, English, and Reading, 80% 
attendance, or an unsatisfactory grade in behavior in a content area.  Payne and Edwards 
go on to site that nearly 1 in 3 students across the country fails to graduate from high 
school.  The graduation rates for minority students are even greater with only a 50% 
chance of graduating on time.   
What is even more staggering is the lifetime impact on students who fail to obtain 
a high school diploma.  According to the Alliance for Excellent Education, (2007) the 
average income for a high school dropout in 2005 was $17,299 compared to $26,933, a 
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difference of $9,364 dollars per year.  They go on to cite the National Center for 
Education Statistics and the potential lifetime loss of income to students and the 
economy.  For example, in New York the estimated number of dropouts for 2007 was 
90,116 and the estimated total lifetime additional income if these dropouts had graduated 
would have totaled $23,430,225. 
Response to Intervention (RTI) was the most significant change in the 
reauthorization of IDEA (2004).  RTI is defined as a federal mandate developed as part of 
the reauthorization of IDEA, which requires that school districts provide early 
intervention using research-based instruction, prior to referring students to special 
education (IDEA, 2004).  RTI redefined how school districts should provide intervention 
to students, to what degree, and what data should be provided to the Committee on 
Special Education (CSE).  Furthermore, the old IQ-discrepancy model, as of 2012, can no 
longer be used to find a student eligible for a specific learning disability (NYSED, 2010). 
Prior to PL 94-142, persons with severe disabilities had no rights and were placed 
in institutions around the country.  As recently as 1967, for example, 200,000 persons 
with disabilities were placed in institutions with only minimal food, shelter, and clothing, 
with little education or rehabilitation opportunities (U.S. Department of Education, 2004).  
Advocates for disabilities, spurred on by the landmark case of Brown v. Board of 
Education in 1951, where the courts found that separate but equal is not constitutional, 
pushed cases through the courts that provided students with disabilities equal access to 
education under the law.  The landmark case for disability advocates came in 1971 with 
Park v. PA Commonwealth.  The court found that excluding students with mental 
retardation was unconstitutional and that children with mental retardation between the 
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ages of 6 and 21 must be provided with a free public education.  The court also decided 
that children with disabilities should be placed in mainstream classes whenever possible.  
PL 94-142 was noted to be a congressional concern for more than 1 million students who 
were completely excluded from typical school settings and another group of students who 
had limited access to the same educational opportunities as their nonhandicapped 
classmates (Wolery & Bailey, 1992).  Educating students with disabilities in their home 
schools with nondisabled students to the degree appropriate became what is known as the 
least restrictive environment (LRE).  Part 300 of the revised IDEA (2004) requires school 
districts when considering LRE to “Give consideration to any potential harmful effect on 
the child or on the quality of services that he or she needs” (IDEA, 2004, §300). 
The IDEA of 1975 began a movement in education that is unprecedented to date.   
Students with disabilities were no longer separated from their general education peers and 
they were required to be educated by developing specific goals and objectives written 
individually for each student.  There were many reauthorizations of the IDEA legislation 
between 1975 and 2010, two of the major amendments in 1997 and 2004. 
IDEA did not define how states were to implement RTI, and Fuchs and Fuchs 
(2007) warned that district leaders implementing RTI must be organized and 
knowledgeable. Only a handful of state education departments, such as Iowa, Minnesota, 
Oregon, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia, have created full-scale, statewide 
implementations of RTI.  Lack of consistent implementation of RTI by state education 
departments across the country has left local school administrators to create their own 
models. 
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Since the inception of RTI, most of the research has focused on the struggling 
elementary student.  There are many reasons to bring focus to the middle school student.  
One important consideration is that middle school is a time of great transition in a 
student’s life.  The middle school experience provides students with many social as well 
as academic opportunities.  Most elementary school students graduate from a single-
teacher classroom environment to middle school where there are multiple teachers and 
classrooms, and many new classmates.  Middle school is the first convergent experience 
for most students.  Many students have no difficulty adjusting to this new environment.  
Others find the middle school environment overwhelming, both socially and 
academically.  Many students who enter middle school were struggling readers in 
elementary school.  Many of these students were able to manage their reading difficulties 
in a structured elementary environment, where most often only one teacher taught all 
content area subjects.  
 In most cases, the elementary model provided socially and academically at-risk 
students with a supportive and nurturing environment.  Now in middle school, they face 
the demands of an academic environment where reading strategies are no longer 
explicitly taught.  Instructional focus is on the acquisition of a particular content area, 
rather than the acquisition of reading skills (Kozen, Murray, & Windell, 2006).  The 
school day is packed with nonacademic requirements such as music, art, lunch, and 
recess.  There are fewer opportunities throughout the day for interventions and 
compensatory reading instruction.  This new environment requires students to have good 
planning, time management, memory, self-monitoring, and attention skills, all while 
showing appropriateness in the area of behavior and social skill management (Boller, 
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2008).  The combination of a new environment, multiple teachers, and the lack of access 
to remedial instruction made it difficult for the already struggling secondary learner. 
This regional program evaluation will research to what extent public middle 
schools throughout Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland Counties, three suburbs located 
just north of New York City, have implemented RTI in their middle school(s), what 
factors were in place that may have contributed to their success, and what factors may 
have been barriers to their success.  Additional information will be sought from a select 
group of middle school administrators to determine the potential reasons for less than full 
implementation and the impact of RTI on classification rates and referral to the CSE.  
Problem Statement 
The reauthorization of the IDEA in 2004 did not define how states were to 
implement the RTI process and allowed individual State Education Departments to 
develop their own guidelines (IDEA, 2004).  The IDEA, however, did include language 
that required states to adopt criteria for determining whether a child has a specific 
learning disability.  This language indicates that states must use criteria to permit the use 
of a process that is based on the child’s response to scientific, research-based 
intervention.  In addition, the IDEA mandates that states must not require the use of a 
severe discrepancy between intellectual ability and achievement in order to determine 
whether a child has a specific learning disability. 
This abandonment of the IQ discrepancy model by the IDEA, which had been in 
effect since the IDEA was first authorized in 1975, now forces school districts into using 
a RTI model that is supported by little research, with regards to its efficacy.  Reynolds 
and Shaywitz (2009) stated that the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation 
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Services (OSERS) promoted the use of RTI, but provided insufficient guidance to school 
districts in order to develop consistencies in application, service delivery, and specific 
outcomes. 
The effect of such inconsistencies is addressed by García and Ortiz (2008), who 
warned that RTI may be too narrowly defined because it focuses on reading skills, 
thereby ignoring the needs of a cultural and/or linguistic nature among struggling 
students who may not be identified using this criteria alone.  Identification of these 
students often moves beyond the classroom environment and requires a more systemic 
approach to intervention.  García and Ortiz go on to say that schools where administrators 
implement RTI with integrity and focus are in a prime position to be able to address the 
needs of all students. 
In a memo written by James DeLorenzo and Jean Stevens (2008), dated April 
2008, the NYSED set specific guidelines for Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to 
implement RTI in Grades K through 4 and required full compliance by July 1, 2012.  
Unlike New York, other states in the region such as Connecticut and Pennsylvania, have 
developed guidelines at all tier levels that outline the basic implementation process of 
RTI for students in Grades K through 12 (Tommasini, Vollbrecht, Wehr, Hozella, & 
Eichelberger, 2008).  This researcher has found no evidence to suggest that New York’s 
public schools are precluded from implementing RTI in Grades 5 through 12, however, to 
date, the NYSED has failed to provide guidelines at the secondary level, leaving New 
York’s middle and high schools to decide whether to create their own guidelines.  
Furthermore, in a conversation dated March 15, 2010, with Mr. Matthew Giugno, the 
associate director of Vocational and Educational Services for Individuals with 
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Disabilities (VESID), this researcher was informed that VESID did not intend to develop 
any guidelines for the implementation of RTI in Grades 5 through 12.  Mr. Giugno, more 
to the point, suggested that research in the field did not support such guidelines. 
While researching this dissertation topic, the NYSED published the Response to 
Intervention: Guidance for New York State School Districts (NYSED, 2010). Within this 
guidance document the NYSED further defined RTI, and further clarified the minimal 
requirements for school districts across New York State.  However, there was still no 
delineation of requirements for elementary versus secondary, or a discussion of the 
specific challenges inherent to both educational institutions.  Additionally, there was no 
required implementation of RTI at the secondary level. 
RTI models at the elementary level have been researched by Vellutino, Scanlon, 
Zhang, and Schatschneider (2008) and Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, Bryant, and Davis 
(2008). The main focus of research on RTI models has been on the early grade levels, 
more specifically kindergarten and first grade.  While more research is emerging at the 
elementary grade levels and positive results have been reported by Vellutino et al. with 
regard to reading response rates for kindergarten and first grade students, Reynolds and 
Shaywitz (2009) raise concerns about the level of treatment fidelity throughout all grades 
and what school districts will be able to realistically achieve in “day-to-day real life 
educational practice that is not so closely supervised” (p. 131). 
Kozen et al. (2006) discussed how middle school teachers face the challenges of 
teaching students in a difficult transition from elementary school.  Struggling students 
deal with larger schools, many different teachers, more schoolwork, and there is more 
emphasis on grades, which for some is more of the same problems they struggled with in 
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elementary school, now exacerbated in a middle school environment.  This is especially 
evident with regard to reading skills.  Kozen et al. suggested that middle school focuses 
on the “acquisition and proficiency of subject matter rather than the acquisition and 
proficiency in reading” (p. 196).  Schools must be ready to provide knowledgeable 
intervention teams, with the appropriate support in place for students (Bartels & 
Mortenson, 2005). With more school districts implementing RTI at the elementary level, 
it makes sense to have a streamlined process to continue the support for the middle 
school student, regardless of whether New York State has a current mandate in place for 
RTI implementation, Grades 5 through 12. 
Given the continuing dismal statistics with respect to high school drop-out rates, 
more specific research is needed in the area of RTI at the secondary level to assist school 
districts in the implementation process to prevent learning disabilities while providing all 
students with the support they need to become active, confident learners until they 
graduate. 
Theoretical Rationale 
 There have been numerous attempts over the past 40 years to develop a unified 
theory of reading.  Sadoski and Paivio (2007) have researched numerous theories related 
to reading and have contended that “They have made insufficient scientific progress 
mainly because of the lack of a viable overall architecture to unify them and provide 
heuristic growth” (p. 338).  Sadoski and Paivio (2007) went on to further discuss a 
number of theories that have developed in the area of reading, including one of the most 
widely cited theories, LaBerge and Samuels (1974), which postulated that word 
recognition is automatic.  Schiefelle (1999), as cited by Sadoski and Paivio (2007), stated 
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that the theory of reader response proposed both a cognitive and effective response to 
reading.  In this theory “every moment to moment reading event falls on a continuum 
between efferent stance and predominant aesthetic stance” (p. 348).  Sadoski and Paivio 
(2007) noted that this theory has more possibilities related to other decoding or 
comprehension theories, but there is a long way to go towards unification. 
When looking for the theoretical rationale behind RTI, one must look at the 
history of reading and learning disabilities and how we as a society have attempted to 
identify and remediate them.  There is little agreement as to a comprehensive theory of 
reading that can explain the phenomenon of a “learning disability” or the theoretical 
rationale behind RTI.  Gallagher (2010) speaks to the silent crisis of the identification of 
children with learning disabilities over the years and the investment that schools and 
school personnel have had in the identification of such disabilities, without a basic 
understanding of what a learning disability really means.   
This researcher will break the RTI mandate down into two interconnected 
theoretical constructs.  The first will be the creation of the multi-sensory approach to 
reading first developed by Gillingham and Stillman in 1960 (Ritchey & Goeke, 2006).  
The multi-sensory approach to reading is important in the development of RTI because 
RTI is based on the student receiving research-based reading instruction as a first 
component of RTI.  Gillingham and Stillman developed the first formal multi-sensory, 
research based reading program for students with learning disabilities, with Samuel Orton 
later joining Gillingham to develop the most widely recognized method for teaching 
reading to struggling students. Gillingham and Stillman’s early theoretical construct of 
how to teach struggling students to read is critical to the understanding of the research-
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based method inherent in the RTI mandate.  The second will be Vygotsky’s Zone of 
Proximal Development. Vygotsky spoke to the inherent Tier levels that are required in 
the implementation process of RTI.  Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development revealed 
that students learn with direct instruction, which builds on levels of teacher intervention 
and instruction (Gredler,2009). These two theories are directly connected to the RTI 
mandate that requires research-based intervention and Tier-Leveled instruction delivered 
by the teacher . 
Multisensory sensory learning.   One of the key components regarding the 
implementation of RTI is the requirement of scientific-based research reading programs 
that include explicit and systematic instruction of phonemic decoding. What is not 
mentioned is that this kind of reading program has been around since the 1960s.  Anna 
Gillingham and Bessie Stillman developed the first multi-sensory reading program in 
1960.  However, it was Dr. Samuel Orton’s research in 1937 that provided the 
instructional guidelines to teach reading using the phonetic equivalents of the printed 
letters and the process of blending sequences to move from the spoken form of the word 
to its graphic counterpart (Ritchey & Goeke, 2006).  The Orton-Gillingham approach 
(OG) has become the classic way to teach severely learning-disabled students to read and 
a multitude of reading programs have been developed using this approach. 
The OG approach to learning involves the systematic, sequential, multi-sensory, 
synthetic, and phonics-based approach to teaching reading (Ritchey & Goeke, 2006).  
The multi-sensory component is described as involving, “Visual, auditory, kinesthetic, 
and tactile learning pathways, often referred to as the Language Triangle” (p. 171).  The 
OG approach is the most widely recognized method for teaching students with severe 
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reading disabilities or dyslexia.  These systems require mastery and over-learning before 
students are advanced in the program.  Other reading programs have developed from the 
OG model, with some authors working directly with Orton, Gillingham, or Stillman to 
make their adaptations, while others made their adaptations based on whole class 
instruction.  Some well-known programs that utilize this theoretical construct include: 
“Alphabet Phonics (Cox, 1992), Wilson Reading System (Wilson 1996), The Herman 
Method (Herman, 1993), Project ASSIST (Biasotto, 1993), The Slingerland Approach 
(Slingerland & Aho, 1994-1996), The Spalding Method (Spalding & Spalding, 1990), 
Starting Over (Knight, 1995), and Project Read (Enfield & Greene, 1997)” (Ritchey & 
Goeke, 2006, p. 172). 
Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development.   Gredler (2009) spoke of the first 
post-revolutionary generation of Soviet scholars and their belief that the overthrow of the 
Tsarist government would lead to the emergence of the “new man”.  Gredler quotes 
Vygotsky as stating in 1926, “The new society will create the new man and in the future 
society, psychology will indeed be the science of the new man” (p. 2).  Vygotsky drew on 
the beliefs of Hegel and Spinoza and referred to the Hegelian triad (thesis, antithesis, 
synthesis) as being applicable to both mental life and economics.  Hegel contributed to 
Vygotsky’s beliefs and understanding of cognition as not a “linear, incremental process, 
but the transformation of one’s own thinking” (Gredler, 2009, p. 3).  From Spinoza, 
Vygotsky developed the assumption of the importance of rational thinking and self-
mastery.   
This focus on self-mastery is a key theme throughout Vygotsky’s depiction of 
cognitive development.  Individuals transform their thinking by gaining ever-
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greater mastery of their cognitive processes . . . and the mind develops cognitive 
tools that influence intellectual operations, an accomplishment that leads to the 
development of more powerful tools, and then more powerful ways of thinking 
(Gredler, 2009, p. 4).   
Lev Semenovich Vygotsky (1896–1934), looked at two factors when determining the 
potential of a child’s achievement.  The first factor was the child’s inherent cognitive 
ability, as measured by accepted measurement methods.  The second was the potential of 
the child’s achievement with the assistance and problem solving from others.  Vygotsky 
called the difference between the two the zone of proximal development (ZPD),“the 
distance between the actual developmental levels as determined by independent problem 
solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving 
under adult guidance or in collaboration with a more capable peer”  (Rutland & 
Campbell, 1996, p. 151).  Rutland and Campbell (1996) went on to say that Vygotsky 
was very concerned with applying his theory of the ZPD in the context of children with 
intellectual disabilities.  He thought that the abilities of children with such problems 
would be underestimated if examiners failed to consider how children learn from 
instruction (p. 152).  Vygotsky’s ZPD speaks directly to the origin and intent of the RTI 
mandate, which states that students who lack the appropriate research-based instruction 
cannot be considered to be learning disabled (IDEA, 2004).  He also speaks to the 
inherent flaws in the use of the IQ/discrepancy model as a way of identifying students 
with learning disabilities. 
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Study Significance 
Since the required implementation of RTI began shortly after the reauthorization 
of IDEA in 2004, most of the research has focused on the RTI process at the elementary 
level.  For example, researchers such as Vellutino et al. (2008) studied at-risk 
kindergarten and first-grade students and their RTI.  They developed appropriate tier-
level models and criteria for moving through to the next level of intervention.  Fuchs, 
Mock, Morgan, and Young (2003) studied the effects of RTI on young at-risk readers.  
They developed a set of rules for assessment and identified specific criteria for who 
should be chosen for a Tier 2 intervention, the effects on at-risk readers, and a definition 
of nonresponsiveness to instruction.  Vellutino et al. stated, “Children at risk for early and 
long-term reading difficulties can be economically and efficiently identified at the 
beginning of kindergarten and such difficulties can be prevented in most of these 
children” (p. 471). 
While we are learning more about the development of RTI models that have been 
implemented in elementary schools, this researcher has not been able to locate significant 
scientific literature that outlines specific guidelines related to the implementation process 
for RTI at the middle school level.  A predominant factor contributing to the lack of 
research is the complexity of the secondary institutional setting.  Samuels (2009) 
concluded, “Without scientific literature outlining an overall method for applying RTI to 
secondary schools, educators only have ‘best guesses’ for what components a program 
should have to be successful” (p. 21).  Johnson and Smith (2008) researched how most 
RTI programs are using standard interventions with specific materials and protocols.  
These intervention tools are mainly geared for the elementary level student with “few 
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secondary-level interventions having the same level of research base on which to support 
their use” (p. 47).  They further reveal that middle school environments have had 
intervention teams in place for many years.  Intervention teams meet to discuss at-risk 
students and make recommendations for specific interventions.  The difficulty with this 
model is that there is little evidence that it is effective.    
Analyzing the status of RTI implementation at middle schools from three counties 
northeast of New York City, and identifying the factors that contributed to their success 
or the barriers to their success will add to the research literature and continually drive the 
implementation process at the middle school level toward full implementation.  
This researcher would argue that this information would also be helpful to high 
schools, because of the similar structure of the academic environment.  We owe it to our 
struggling secondary students to provide them with the best possible opportunities to be 
successful.  RTI is a way that school districts can systematically construct appropriate 
intervention programs that are research based to provide measurable academic results and 
potentially prevent the need to classify a student with a learning disability.  This could 
potentially avert a lifetime stigma while helping secondary students to be successful, 
graduate from high school and access post secondary educational opportunities. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this research study is to investigate where school districts are in 
the process of RTI implementation at the middle school level and what systemic factors 
were in place that either contributed to a successfully implemented program and what 
factors may have been barriers to this implementation. 
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Research in the area of RTI at the middle school level has lagged behind when 
compared to research in the area of elementary RTI.  There are many reasons for this lag 
that will be defined in this research study, however, it appears that the complexities of the 
middle school setting are of significant importance.  Phillips (2010) reported on the most 
recent results of the English Language Arts (ELA) and Math scores for students in 
Grades 3 through 8 in New York State.  According to a statement made on March 24, 
2010, by New York State Commissioner Steiner, performance remains flat in the area of 
reading, Grades 3 through 8, with no significant improvement between the years 2007 
and 2009.  Phillips goes on to report that Commissioner Steiner is especially troubled by 
the achievement gaps that separate, African-American, Hispanic, low-income, English 
Language Learners, and Students with Disabilities from the other students.  Given this 
information, the New York State Board of Regents has raised the standards across the 
board for the ELA and Math test Grades 3 through 8 in New York State. 
With the change in student standards for Grades 3 through 8, where does this 
leave the public school administrator to allocate RTI services?  With more students 
receiving a non-proficient rating of a 1 or 2, it will be even more important to have a 
structured RTI plan in place.  Given that many of the resources have already been 
allocated to the elementary level RTI initiative that was mandated by NYSED, it becomes 
even more critical that school districts do not just provide inadequate catch-up services to 
students at the secondary level, especially middle school. 
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Research Questions  
This research study is designed with the intent to help school districts answer the 
following research questions and look more carefully at the RTI process at the middle 
school level. 
1. To what degree (Approaching Full Implementation, Development Phase, 
Early Stage, and Not Started ) have districts implemented RTI at the Middle School 
level? 
2. What factors contributed to the successful implementation of RTI at the 
Middle School level?  
3. What factors may have posed a barrier to the implementation of RTI at the 
Middle School level? 
Definition of Terms 
AIMSweb.  A benchmark and progress monitoring system based on direct, 
frequent and continuous student assessment. The results are reported to students, parents, 
teachers and administrators via a web-based data management and reporting system to 
determine response to intervention (AIMSweb, 2011). 
Appropriate instruction.  Appropriate instruction in reading means explicit and 
systematic instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, and vocabulary.  
Approaching full implementation.  Any district that has scored between 18 and 
24 points on an original survey, with 24 points being a fully implemented RTI program. 
Core program.  A core program provides  
(a) high quality, research-based instruction to all students in the general education 
class provided by qualified teachers; (b) differentiated instruction to meet the wide 
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range of student needs; (c) curriculum that is aligned to the State learning 
standards and grade level performance indicators for all general education 
subjects; and (d) instructional strategies that utilize a formative assessment 
process. (NYSED, 2010, p. 3). 
Development stage.  Districts that score between 13 and 17 points on an original 
survey, with 24 points being a fully implemented RTI  program. 
Differentiated instruction.  A teaching theory based on the premise that 
instructional approaches should vary and be adapted  in relation to individual and diverse 
students in a classroom (NYSED, 2010). 
Early stage.  Districts that score between 7 and 12 points on an original survey 
with 24 points being a fully implemented RTI program. 
Fluency.   The ability to read a text quickly, accurately (Schrauben, 2010). 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  IDEA is a federal law 
ensuring services to children throughout the nation.  IDEA governs how states provide 
early intervention and special education to students nationwide (IDEA, 2004). 
IQ discrepancy.  An IQ achievement discrepancy model assesses whether there 
is a significant difference between a student’s scores on a test of general intelligence and 
scores obtained on an achievement test. 
Intervention teams (IST, CST).  Groups of staff members who work together to 
review data and anecdotal information about students who are at risk, and provide 
recommendations for intervention services, or a referral to the CSE. 
Learning disability.  A child has a specific learning disability, as defined in 34 
CFR 300.8(c)(10), of New York State education law. If the child does not achieve 
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adequately for the child’s age or meet State-approved grade-level standards in one or 
more of the following areas: oral expression, listening comprehension, written 
expression, basic reading skills, reading fluency skills, reading comprehension, 
mathematics calculation, mathematics problem solving, when provided with learning 
experiences and instruction appropriate for the child’s age or State-approved grade level 
standards (IDEA, 2004). 
Middle school.  A school containing Grades 5 through 8, 6 through 8, 7 through 
8, or 5 through 7. 
Multisensory Reading.  Also known as the Orton-Gillingham (OG) approach to 
learning involves the systematic, sequential, multi-sensory, synthetic and phonics-based 
approach to teaching reading (Ritchey & Goeke, 2006).  The multisensory component is 
described as involving, “visual, auditory, and kinesthetic/tactile learning pathways, often 
referred to as the Language Triangle” (Ritchey & Goeke, 2006, p. 171). 
Not Started Stage. School districts that score below the score of 7 on the original 
survey, where 24 is a fully implemented RTI program. 
Parental Notification.  Written notification to the parents when the student 
requires an intervention beyond that provided to all students in general education 
classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). 
Program evaluation.  Determining the worth or merit of a program or some part 
of it. 
Progress monitoring.  A set of assessment procedures for determining the extent 
to which students are benefiting from classroom instruction and for monitoring 
effectiveness of curriculum. 
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Response to Intervention (RTI).  RTI is a federal mandate that requires school 
districts to provide early and intensive intervention services to children at risk for reading 
and behavior problems.  RTI was a major change in the revised Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, 2004 (IDEA, 2004). 
Response to Intervention Specialist.   A person assigned to oversee the RTI 
program in a school district. 
Rural.  Characteristics of farming or county life (Rural, n.d.). 
Scientific research-based reading research.  Research that applies to rigorous, 
systematic, and objective procedures to obtain valid knowledge relevant to reading 
development, reading instruction, and reading difficulties. 
Screening.  Screening is described by the NYSED (2010) as 
an assessment procedure characterized by brief, efficient, repeatable testing of 
age-appropriate academic skills (e.g., identifying letters of the alphabet or reading 
a list of high frequency words) or behaviors. Screenings are conducted for the 
purposes of initially identifying students who are at-risk for academic failure and 
who may require closer monitoring and/or further assessment (p. 8). 
Screening measures.  Screening measures such as STAR, PAF, Gates-
MacGinitie are assessments used to screen students in the area of reading. 
Suburban.   Related to or characteristics of a suburb (Suburban, n.d.). 
Successful implementation.  School districts that score in the Approaching Full 
Implementation Stage of RTI implementation. 
Tier levels of instruction.  “A multi-tiered system that can be viewed as layers of 
increasingly intense intervention that respond to student-specific needs (a continuum of 
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instructional support provided to a student). The number of tiers may vary depending 
upon the individual school and resources available” (NYSED, 2010, p. 12). 
Urban.  Characteristics of a city, and densely populated area (Urban, n.d.).  
Summary of Remaining Chapters 
RTI came out of the growing uncertainty that school districts were over-
identifying and classifying students with learning disabilities.  Through the 
reauthorization of IDEA in 2004, the federal government put in place a process by which 
students were to receive research-based reading instruction prior to being referred to the 
CSE for classification as a student with a learning disability.  The reauthorization left the 
particulars up to each state education department, creating not only controversy but also 
concern with regard to the implementation of RTI at the secondary level.  Furthermore, 
the New York State Education Department only developed RTI guidelines for Grades K 
through 4, unlike other state education departments who developed RTI guidelines grades 
K through 12. 
The remaining chapters include Chapter 2, which is a review of the literature. 
This chapter further develops the theoretical framework of RTI and provides a history of 
IDEA, RTI, and learning disabilities using journal articles and publications.  The major 
studies are reviewed in the area of elementary and secondary RTI.  Chapter 3 puts forth 
the research design and methodology and reviews the method of research, how research 
participants were chosen, and the analysis of data connected to the research questions.  
Chapter 4 reviews the findings of this research study.  Chapter 5 discusses the 
implications of the findings, delimitations of the study, and final recommendations, 
including future research potential. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
Introduction and Purpose 
RTI is a relatively recent term that was defined in 2004 and given credibility 
when IDEA was reauthorized. A core curriculum, differentiated instruction, screening, 
and  research-based reading instruction provided in tier levels are minimum requirements 
of the RTI mandate. This chapter will review the theoretical frame-work behind RTI, its 
connection to federal law, its impact on identifying students with learning disabilities, 
and its impact on the organization and management of intervention services throughout 
the public school system at the secondary level, focusing on the middle school.  The 
major studies to date will be examined at the elementary and secondary level.  
RTI was implemented in New York State to close the achievement gaps for all 
students, including students at risk, students with learning disabilities, and English 
language learners. After the year 2012, the discrepancy model for identifying students 
with learning disabilities can no longer be used (DeLorenzo & Stevens,2008, p. 1)  The 
following review of the literature will exemplify what some theorists contributed to the 
field of psychology and behavior, and the history of how we as a society have determined 
eligibility for students who have been labeled as struggling readers.  
Topic Analysis 
 Briggs (2010) described Lev Vgotsky’s early theories in order to contextualize 
his new theory, the zone of proximal development.  These earlier theories included 
“development that occurs independently from learning (Piaget) to the theory that learning 
and development are synonymous (James) and finally to the theory that learning and 
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development are mutually dependent and interactive (Thorndike)” (Briggs, 2010, p. 64).  
These early theorists were pioneers in the area of behavior and psychology.  Briggs 
(2010) formulated the idea that existing work from the late 1920s and 1930s laid the 
groundwork for new ideas, and the past and present are not in opposition, but mutually 
informing, and inter-textual.  There are many theories related to reading and cognition, 
which have evolved over decades, and the struggle to put one theory to the subject of 
reading is daunting.  Before reviewing Vgotsky’s seminal theory the ZPD, other theorists 
(Piaget, James, and Thorndike) who have influenced Vgotsky’s work, will be given 
contextual consideration with respect to reading. 
Piaget.  Piaget’s theories began as a basis of biological perspective.  Gallagher 
(1979) reported that the neo-Darwinian view of the organism is self-protected and 
isolated by the environment.  Piaget searched for the connection between the biological 
processes and the development of thinking.  Piaget made the connection that,  
The organism is capable of learning: but every time it registers some piece of 
information from the outside, this process is “linked” up with assimilation 
structures.  Piaget’s concept is that children grow in knowledge by constructing 
their own understandings, which are not imposed from within, but are reached 
from a re-ordering process (Gallagher, 1979, p. 75).   
Piaget understood what has been learned before, modifies what is learned in the future, 
and that growth is not a simple registering experience or perceptual given that passes 
from the eye to the mind, but a process of construction.  Reading has historically 
developed from the construction of thoughts and ideas.  
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When looking at reading in the context of Piaget, we are looking at the concept of 
reconstruction.  More specifically, what does the child bring with him or her to the 
reading process.  One begins with the child’s competence and base of past linguistic 
history.  One relevant finding is that Piaget found that students who were Age 6 were 
better able to unscramble words when compared to younger children, who had 
significantly more difficulty with this task.  Piaget’s notion that concrete operational 
abilities had developed by Age 6 coincides with the time a student learns to internalize 
reading strategies.  There are other factors based on a student’s reaction to reading that 
contribute to the ability to read. 
James-Lang theory of emotion.  Lang (1994) researched William James’ (1984) 
theory that emotions were not automatic.  They were secondary phenomena that were 
prompted by the perception of somatic and visceral changes that had been elicited mostly 
by external stimulation.  The main idea shared by James and Lange was that emotion did 
not begin with the conscious experience of an affect.  They both proposed that bodily and 
behavioral responses in emotion were prior events.  James described a varied catalogue of 
somatic and visceral responses that were prompts to conscious emotional experience.  
Thus James-Lang believed that we are responding to subtle internal visceral changes, 
which then prompts an emotional reaction.  There are certainly many factors that 
contribute to a child’s ability to read.  Many students can read with certainty and 
confidence, while others struggle to formulate the words, are highly anxious and often 
fail to follow through with a reading task for fear of their own autonomic response. 
Thorndike.   Galef (1998) researched the beginnings of Thorndike’s work, which 
was the first to link animal behavior with trial and error learning.  In 1898 Edward 
24 
Thorndike’s thesis on animal behavior marked a turning point in history.  Thorndike 
insisted that the study of behavior be carried out in a systematic quantitative fashion 
under controlled circumstances. Thorndike later refuted that animals had higher-level 
cognitive abilities and that they simply learned by trial and error.  Thorndike’s law of 
effect  
stated that an animal that made a response in a situation that was followed by 
satisfaction would be more likely to repeat that response in that situation. 
Conversely, an animal would be less likely to repeat responses made in a situation 
if those responses were followed by discomfort. (Galef, 1998, p. 1131) 
Building on this theory the same can be said for a student who is learning to read.  Once a 
student is successful, that student will continue to build on what has been learned and 
contrary, once a student feels as though he cannot read, he becomes un-responsive to 
intervention attempts. 
Vygotsky.   Vygotsky’s  belief  is that children’s learning and development are 
entangled with one another, however, when a student enters school there is a new element 
of what the student can do with the help of others.  “The zone is described as the 
difference between the collective group problem solving possible for a child today and 
the independent problem solving emerging from that context that will be possible 
tomorrow” (Briggs, p. 64).  Briggs further defines skill mastery in this context as “a basic 
mathematical operation of a literacy benchmark . . . and a beginning that lays a 
foundation for increasingly and more complex thinking” (p. 64).  The ZPD describes the 
current or actual level of development of the learner and the next level attainable with the 
use of environmental tools and capable adult and peer facilitation (Shabani, Khatib, & 
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Ebadi, 2010).  The idea behind the ZPD is to give students instruction at close to their 
current ability but slightly ahead, with the assistance of an adult or peer, then the student 
will have mastered the activity, which will likely translate into performing the task 
individually, thus raising the student’s ZPD.  From this scaffolding process, Vygotsky’s 
ZPD  theory directly relates to how children can focus on the acquisition of reading skills, 
using a tier leveled system such as RTI.  Then students can focus on the skill acquisition 
of decoding and fluency. 
Decoding and fluency.  As reported in Schrauben (2010), Laberge and Samuels 
(1974) theory of automatic information processing has been used for over three decades 
to explain the complex task of reading.  This theory has been sustainable because of the 
ability to explain how fluency develops.  Schrauben (2010) goes on to say that Samuels 
reported that the essence of fluency is the ability to decode and comprehend text at the 
same time.  Laberge and Samuels’s theory of automaticity reported that “information 
processing in reading described how visual information is processed and transformed 
through a series of stages until it is comprehended.  A shift from automatic to 
nonautomatic occurs so that readers have room to comprehend” (p. 84).  There is more 
recent focus on reading and fluency, with fluency being defined as the ability to read a 
text quickly, accurately, and with appropriate prosody.  Shrauben (2010) reviewed 
research that focused on prosodic features in the context of readings.  Other studies have 
found more interest in comparing repeated reading and nonrepetitive reading.  Kuhn et al. 
(2006) focused on the effectiveness of their instructional intervention strategies: repeated 
reading, wide reading, and listening only.  She and her colleagues specifically examined 
these strategies’ effectiveness by how they help students make the transition from 
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deliberate decoding to fluent reading.  Kuhn et al. emphasized the practicality of using a 
method like repeated reading to help students who struggle with fluency.  After randomly 
selecting six students with a control group and providing repeated and wide-reading 
approaches, improved prosody and word recognition in action automaticity were found 
and improved comprehension in the wide-reading approach.  It was noted that regardless 
of the variation of the repeated reading strategy, prosody is a factor that was of interest 
and provided value in developing fluency in reading. 
The core curriculum.   According to the NYSED (2010) guidelines “Appropriate 
instruction begins with a core program that provides high quality research based 
instruction, differentiated instruction, and curriculum aligned to learning standards and 
grade level instruction” (p. 3).  Basal reading programs have always served as a model to 
guide a core curriculum.  Prior to the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), skills 
management systems were utilized, with skill instruction, worksheet practice and 
criterion referenced tests at the core of basal reading programs.  With the passage of 
NCLB, the first requirements for school districts to use research based core reading 
programs evolved.  To meet this need, school districts provided more instruction in 
phonemic awareness and fluency.   Dewitz, Jones, and Leahy (2009) stated that according 
to Market Research (2007) the most widely used core reading programs in 2007 were, 
Harcourt Trophies, Scott Foresman, McGraw-Hill Reading, Houghton Mifflin Reading, 
and Open Court Reading.  Dewitz et al. (2009) further examined 
the comprehension curriculum and suggested instruction in the five major core 
reading programs, focusing on grades 3, 4, and 5. . . . [Their] content analysis 
explored four questions: (1) What skills and strategies comprise the curriculum of 
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core reading programs and how do these curricula align with recommendations of 
research panels and research synthesis? (2) How do core reading programs direct 
teachers to teach these skills, and strategies? . . . (3) Does the instructional design 
in core reading programs follow the release-of-responsibility model? (4) Do core 
programs provide as much . . . practice as did the research studies that originally 
validated these skills and strategies? (p. 103) 
The findings from the study indicated that the core reading programs cover more skills 
than required in the literature.  In almost all the reading programs children were taught to 
make inferences, predictions, and draw conclusions.  The comprehension curricula in the 
core programs classify elements of text structure and genre knowledge as skills.  The core 
programs researched did not clarify the difference between a comprehension skill and 
what is a strategy.  Concerns were raised as to the appropriateness of the core reading 
programs to meet the needs of at risk students.  Regular assessment and consistency in 
application were factors to be considered. Using a core curriculum is one way to meet the 
needs of a broad group of student in the general education environment.  To meet the 
larger needs and at-risk students, while preventing some students from falling behind, or 
students with potential learning disabilities, school districts must develop screening 
processes for all students and research based instruction that is individualized for each 
student with a data based monitoring system.  
The definition of learning disability.   The term learning disability has been 
defined in the IDEA for the past three decades.  Little has changed with the definition and 
many believe the term learning disability (LD) or more accurately specific learning 
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disability (SLD) continues to be vague and misleading.  Kavale, Spalding, and Beam 
(2009) describe the federal definition of SLD as: 
A disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in 
understanding or using language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself in 
an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, write, spell, or do mathematical 
calculations.  Included are conditions as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, developmental aphasia.  Excluded from the 
definition are learning problems that are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or 
other motor disabilities, mental retardation, emotional disturbances, or 
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage (IDEA, 2004, P.L. 108-466, 
Sec. 602[30]). 
Kavale et al. (2009) go on to describe the clause as vague and cryptic with 
obscure expression of the true meaning of SLD.  The definition itself is “poorly defined 
and a child experiencing academic difficulties may be described as like a child with a 
SLD, but without further verification, it then becomes a fact that the child is a child with 
a SLD” (p. 40).  There has been a call for a new definition of learning disability within 
the constructs of the IDEA, however to date the term SLD continues to be vague and all 
inclusive.  Kavale et al. (2009) describe the term to now be a catch-all definition to 
describe all kinds of learning problems. 
The implications for students who are required to fit into an ambiguous category 
are far reaching.  McDonald and Riendeau (2003) describe the term LD as now being 
understood or accepted as a medical condition.  Parents will take students to a 
pediatrician or neurologist to have them diagnosed.  Many well-meaning teachers and 
administrators will try to protect the self-esteem of students by noting that students have 
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learning differences, however this is still an exclusionary term that leads to segregation 
and low self-esteem in students.   The federal definition of LD continues to perpetuate the 
feeling of separate but equal, with McDonald and Riendeau making an analogy of the 
status of students with disabilities over the years as falling behind other groups that have 
been disenfranchised stating: 
Members of the disenfranchised groups in each situation progress in status from 
unequal to “separate but equal” to fully equal. We are not suggesting here that we 
have reached an enlightened state with respect to race and gender equality in 
practice -- there is clearly a long way to go in these areas as well. What we have 
accomplished in race and gender relations that we have yet to accomplish within 
education is the presumption that we ought to be moving toward the practice of 
equality. In our thinking about learning as a nation, we are still at the point where 
we have yet to envision or expect equality. (p. 1) 
Over-identification of students with disabilities.   The exclusion of students 
from the classification of LD, who have cultural differences or economic disadvantages, 
had been at the forefront of the reauthorization of the IDEA, 2004 and RTI.  Only those 
students who truly have received intensive appropriate interventions and based on the 
premise that there is no other explanation for this lack of learning, should a student be 
classified as LD.  As cited by Fletch and Navarette (2003), U.S. Representative Chaka 
Fattah (2002) in her assessment of recent findings refers to the chilling implications to the 
educational system by stating: 
The over-identification of minority students in special education and the 
subsequent isolation, stigmatization, and inferior treatment they receive confirms 
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the notion that education in America falls short of offering a level playing field 
for all. 
The National Academy of Sciences commissioned two studies to look at factors such as: 
misidentification, placement, and overrepresentation of minority students in special 
education.  Higher rates of disability classification among students with diverse 
backgrounds were noted.  A call to address the social conditions that are causing risk 
factors to minority students as well as system bias within the public educational system 
were documented (p. 31).  The NYSED has made attempts at remedying this situation by 
requiring school districts to document percentage of minority students with disabilities 
and those who have disproportionate ratios compared to their non-minority population 
risk losing federal funds if not addressed.  Does this really solve the problem of over-
identification or is this a back door for school districts to continue to exclude minority 
students from a free appropriate education. 
The history of learning disabilities and the IDEA.   In 1977, the federal 
government enacted Public Law 94-142.  This was the first piece of legislation to provide 
guidelines to identify children with learning disabilities and offer them specific 
protections under the law.  The United States Office of Education (USOE) proposed 
additional regulations to accompany Public Law 94-142, to more specifically help 
practitioners identify children with learning disabilities using an IQ/Discrepancy formula 
(Fuchs et al., 2003).  Fletcher et al. (1994) refer back to the origins of the discrepancy 
model in Kirk and Bateman’s work from 1962 through 1963 where the term learning 
disability was used to describe difficulty with “academic tasks in the absence of mental 
retardation, sensory disorders, and cultural factors” (p. 6).  This research set the stage for 
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the first exclusionary definition of learning disability and was later modified and adopted 
as part of P.L. 94-142 (Vellutino, Scanlon, & Lyon, 2000).  The model was in large part 
subsequently supported by Rutter and Yule’s epidemiological studies in 1975, which 
identified two distinct subgroups of children struggling with reading.  One group was 
characterized as having specific reading retardation, a discrepancy between observed and 
expected reading achievement.  For these children there was an absence of other learning 
problems.  The second group of children were defined as having reading backwardness, a 
noted absence of general learning problems along with the absence of any significant 
discrepancy between observed and expected reading achievement (Vellutino et al., 2000). 
In the years leading up to the reauthorization of the IDEA in 2004, the 
discrepancy model was being rejected as a valid marker for identifying students with 
learning disabilities (Fuchs et al., 2003).  The discrepancy model was described by 
Kavale, Holdnack, and Mostert (2006) as creating over-identification of students with 
disabilities.  Bradley, Danielson, and Doolittle (2007) described the discrepancy model as 
providing teachers with little information that relates to offering students improved 
instructional strategies.  In fact, as far back as 1988, numerous studies did not confirm or 
replicate Rutter and Yule’s findings, instead these studies indicated that “reading 
disabilities occur along a continuum that blends imperceptibly with normal reading 
states” (Fletcher et al., 1994, p. 7). This model, however, was the predominant way that 
school districts across the country determined whether a student qualified as having a 
learning disability and what special education services would be appropriate to remediate 
the now diagnosed learning disorder.  
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The efficacy of the discrepancy model in identifying students with learning 
disabilities was the predominant topic of research and discussion when Congress took up 
the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004.  The model had been used for over 30 years.  
School districts across the country had extensive procedures and protocols in place.  
Schools had hired psychologists and special education teachers to administer the testing 
required in order to make this determination.  School districts invested a considerable 
amount of time, resources, and had a culture in place that supported this model.  Four 
years after the reauthorization of IDEA, Fuchs et al. (2008) postulated that the IQ-
discrepancy model was the “wait-to-fail” approach.  “In other words, children had to fail 
repeatedly in general education before they were recognized as learning disabled and 
given more appropriate instruction in special education” (p. 414). 
RTI surfaced from a growing body of research that the IQ-discrepancy model for 
identifying students with specific learning disabilities was failing.  Fuchs, et al. (2003) 
documented the history of the IQ-discrepancy model and the inherent dissatisfaction with 
the model among educators.  For example, Fuchs et al. (2003) reported that Speece and 
Shekitka (2002) asked 218 members of the editorial boards of several scholarly journals 
how reading disabilities should be identified.  Seventy percent claimed IQ-achievement 
discrepancy should play no role in the identification process.  Fuchs et al. (2003) went on 
to describe the IQ-discrepancy model as a poor index of intelligence and a “wait-to-fail” 
approach (p. 158). 
The 2004 reauthorization of IDEA effectively removed the longstanding federal 
requirement to use the IQ-discrepancy model when identifying students with learning 
disabilities.  RTI was now the mandated process for identification of learning disabilities, 
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but, more important, RTI outlined the steps that led to the early intervention and 
prevention of such disabilities.  Specific IDEA (2004) requirements regarding RTI 
include:  
1. Allow the Local Education Agency (LEA) to consider the child’s response to 
scientific research-based intervention as part of the LD identification process. 
2.  Allow states to use alternative research-based procedures for determining 
whether a child has a learning disability. 
3.  Provide that states may not require the use of a severe discrepancy between 
intellectual ability and achievement to determine whether a child has a learning disability. 
4.  Require that a public agency use state criteria in determining whether a child 
has a learning disability and discuss the role that scientific research-based interventions 
play in the process (IDEA, 2004). 
RTI in New York State.  An NYSED memo (Lorenzo & Stevens, 2008) written 
by James DeLorenzo and Jean Stevens, dated April 2008, directed school districts to take 
timely action to implement RTI programs in its schools, Grades K through 4 by the year 
2012.  Also communicated in the memo were some of the reasons for the implementation 
of RTI.  They included, “closing the achievement gap for all students, including students 
at risk, students with disabilities, and English Language Learners, by preventing smaller 
learning problems from becoming insurmountable gaps” (p. 1).  NYSED further 
explained, “Whether a student has a learning disability must be based on extensive and 
accurate information that leads to the determination that the student’s learning difficulties 
are not the result of the instructional program or approach” (p. 1).  Included in the memo 
as “minimal” requirements for RTI were:  
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 Appropriate instruction delivered to all students in the general education class by 
qualified personnel.  Appropriate instruction in reading means scientific research-
based reading programs that include explicit and systematic instruction in 
phonemic awareness, phonics, and vocabulary development, reading fluency and 
reading comprehension strategies. 
 Screenings applied to all students in the class to identify those students who are 
not making academic progress at expected rates. 
 Instruction matched to student need with increasingly intensive levels of targeted 
intervention and instruction for students who do not make satisfactory progress in 
their levels of performance and/or in their rate of learning to meet age or grade 
level standards. 
 Repeated assessments of student achievement, which should include: curriculum-
based measures to determine if interventions are resulting in student progress 
toward age of grade level standards, the application of information about the 
student’s RTI to make educational decisions about changes in goals, instruction 
and/or services, and the decision to make a referral for special education programs 
and/or services. 
 Written notification to the parents when the student requires an intervention 
beyond that provided to all students in general education classroom (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2004). 
All students are to be assessed school-wide and once a student is identified as 
reading below benchmark, a specific tier intervention is implemented.  The interventions 
increase in intensity and duration and change is monitored based upon the student’s 
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response to the intervention.  If the student is not responding it is assumed that the 
approach to reading that was implemented is not working, not that the student had some 
inherent deficit or defect. 
A NYSED (2010) guidance document dated October 2010 further delineated the 
RTI process by identifying: Appropriate Instruction, Screening Applied to All Students in 
the Class, Instruction Matched to Student Need, and Repeated Assessments of Student 
Achievement (Progress Monitoring), and Parent Notification.  Additionally, the October 
2010 guidance document reviewed considerations when implementing RTI with Limited 
English Proficient/English Language Learners (LEP/ELL). 
Successful elementary RTI models.  Prior to the implementation of RTI, school 
districts provided isolated reading programs to students who were often referred for these 
interventions by their primary teacher.  RTI has changed the way school districts provide 
intervention by utilizing class-wide screening methods that lead to better instructional 
quality and informed decision-making.  RTI can also assist teachers by comparing 
students with a cohort of their peers, so that early intervention services can be provided 
(Mellard, Byrd, Johnson, Tollefson, & Boesche, 2004).  Additionally, there is 
considerably less reliance on teacher recommendations, which allows the intervention 
process to be equitable and based on data. 
Fuchs and Fuchs (2007) conducted one of the major longitudinal reading studies 
with first-grade students measuring basic questions about RTI.  These questions were: 
“Who should participate in it?  What instruction should be conducted to decrease the 
prevalence of reading disabilities?  How should responsiveness and non-responsiveness 
be defined?” (p. 413).  An important consideration in the study was the identification of 
36 
the tertiary or the Tier II first graders who required the intervention.  Outlined in the 
study is the idea that school-wide screenings provide false positives and false negatives, 
which ultimately will stretch a school’s resources by gearing intervention to students who 
do not need it and not providing intervention to students who do need it.  Results 
indicated (a) the usage of a strong predictive validity assessment, (b) improvement in 
reading at the tertiary or Tier II level when an intervention was implemented for a nine-
week period in a small group, and (c) the need for empirically based consensus on what 
methods should be used to teach reading (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007).  Similar results were 
found by Vellutino et al. (2008) when kindergarten and first-grade students were 
provided RTI or a typical school-based intervention.  There was strong data to suggest 
that RTI services remediated the reading difficulties of most students when they were 
provided with low-cost, small group supplementary reading services.  Results also 
revealed that RTI is a better indicator of an at-risk student when compared to IQ 
measures or initial screening measures. 
Burns and Ysseldyke (2005) examined four large-scale RTI models in Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Minnesota, and Iowa to address questions about implementation.  The 
specific questions evaluated were: 
1. Are there validated intervention models? 
2. Are there adequately trained personnel? 
3. What leadership is necessary for success? 
4. When does due process begin? 
5. Is RTI a defensible endpoint? 
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Training was defined as an important implementation component for all four models.  
Phased in implementation procedures were utilized in a period from four to ten years in 
three of the models.  A multi-disciplinary team model was also noted to be emphasized, 
but there was no consensus as to the makeup of the team.  The question of leadership was 
discussed within the framework of RTI, and whether it would be general education or 
special education staff who took ownership.  Leadership was identified as an area where 
more research is necessary not only in the initial stages, but who will sustain the program.  
Phased–in implementation and extensive training of personnel were noted to be important 
to the fidelity of a program, as well as, a multi-disciplinary team to review the target skill 
of a student and match this to data-based instructional adaptations (p.17). 
RTI at the middle school level.  While we are learning more about the 
development of RTI in elementary schools and its subsequent impact on reading, there is 
a limited body of research that outlines the effective RTI models at the middle school 
level.  A predominant factor contributing to the lack of research is the complexity of the 
secondary institutional setting.  Samuels (2009) concluded, “Without scientific literature 
outlining an overall method for applying RTI to secondary schools, educators only have 
‘best guesses’ for what components a program should have to be successful” (p. 21). 
Research on the implementation of RTI programs at the secondary level is 
emerging.  Johnson and Smith (2008) talked about how most RTI programs are using 
standard interventions with specific materials and protocols.  These intervention tools are 
mainly geared for the elementary level with “few secondary level interventions having 
the same level of research base on which to support their use” (p. 47).  Despite the 
scarcity of research, middle schools have used intervention teams for many years as a 
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way of assessing the needs of students.  A typical model would be for intervention teams 
to meet and discuss at risk students and make recommendations for specific 
interventions.  The difficulty with this model is that there is little evidence that it is 
effective and it does not meet the guidelines under RTI with regards to a measurable, 
data-driven research model (Johnson & Smith, 2008).  
Researchers such as Kozen et al. (2006) have outlined strategies for middle school 
teachers to support the reading comprehension and fluency of reading for middle school 
students.  They talk about using an “anticipation guide” as a pre-reading strategy for 
subject area middle school teachers to use as a way to increase students’ fluency and 
understanding of content area information.  Some of the adaptations suggested are to use 
video, computer, and audio text supplements; highlight important thoughts, statements, or 
concepts from the selection; chunk the length of the text; use peer buddies, mentors, or 
cross-age tutors; create cooperative groups; give students an opportunity to read the text 
at home; and use pre-teaching or re-teaching strategies.  These are all great strategies that 
middle school teachers can use to help students who are struggling; however, Kozen et al. 
did not address how teachers, who may have up to 30 students in any given general 
education classroom, were going to find time during the busy school day to implement 
these strategies. 
Edmonds et al., (2009) as cited by Vaughn et al., (2010) conducted a meta-
analysis of 13 experimental and quasi-experimental studies that examined the effects of 
decoding, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension interventions on the reading 
comprehension of students in Grades 6–12 (p. 4).  Results indicated significant 
improvements in comprehension as compared to comparison groups, implying the 
39 
benefits of providing interventions to secondary students.  Vaughn et al., (2010) went on 
to cite Scammacca et al., (2007) who provided further research by examining reading 
outcomes of secondary students in the areas of comprehension, vocabulary, and word 
study.  The areas of comprehension and vocabulary were associated with the highest 
effect sizes, and word study interventions were associated with moderate effect sizes  
(p. 4).  Vaughn et al., (2010) cautioned that the studies cited may have been inflated if the 
comparison students were not receiving any intervention and they warned that 
insufficient data were available from the studies to determine whether the interventions 
improved student outcomes relative to grade-level expectations (p. 5). 
Vaughn et al., (2010) conducted their own study by randomly selecting sixth-
grade students and providing them with a year-long research-based reading intervention 
program, compared to a control group who received a reading curriculum designed to 
improve core reading instruction (p. 5).  Results indicated that students who participated 
in Tier II interventions showed gains on measures of decoding, fluency, and 
comprehension, but differences were small relative to students in the comparison group 
(p. 4). 
To date, there has yet to be solid research that concludes the effectiveness of RTI 
at the secondary level when compared to typical instructions.  Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton 
(2010) analyzed the Vaughn et al. (2010) study and postulated that the complexities 
associated with middle and high school may help explain Vaughn et al.’s disappointing 
findings (p. 22).  Fuchs et al. (2010) stated that the findings did not increase the chances 
of the students passing the high stakes state assessments. 
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Shinn (2008) defines the main difference between RTI at the elementary level and 
RTI at the secondary level to be the lack of a “mission statement with a clear, focused, 
special education service delivery model” (p. 8.1).  He further defines the reasons that 
educators may be lagging behind at the secondary level as predicated on there “being no 
clear plan for how to do it” (p. 8.1). Shinn goes on to talk about how at the elementary 
level remediation is almost exclusively focused on intensive basic skill development, 
unlike at the secondary level where school districts are more focused on the “place” of 
the intervention as opposed to the quality of the service delivered.  Shinn, citing 
Conderman and Peterson (2007), speaks to a more recent evaluation of the “resource 
room” program at the secondary level, where the Conderman and Peterson referred to 
these services as disjointed and uncoordinated and stated that they rarely lead to the type 
of educational synergy that is required for students to make considerable gains. 
State education departments providing secondary RTI guidelines.  Given this 
noted lack of “clear guidance,” there have been a number of state education departments 
that have provided specific guidelines for the implementation of RTI at the secondary 
level.  The Pennsylvania State Education Department has developed a comprehensive 
document outlining the rationale, components, stages, and tier levels of RTI 
implementation at the secondary level.  The acting Secretary of Education, Thomas E. 
Gluck provides a statistical analysis of the status of our nation’s adolescents and the 
current dropout rate both nationally and in Pennsylvania.  Mr. Gluck outlines: high 
quality classroom instruction/standards aligned to core curriculum, a structured system in 
place to provide students with the appropriate level and intensity of support, an early 
warning system that includes indicators for at risk status, a match between student need 
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and high quality instruction, explicit and systematic instruction of strategies, frequent 
monitoring of student progress, the use of student response data for instructional decision 
making, increasing levels of response based to student need, outlined in a three tier 
model, and universal screening at the secondary level (Secondary RTI in Pennsylvania, 
2008). 
The Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner, Mark K. McQuillan, and George 
A. Coleman from the Connecticut State Department of Education have developed a 
document based on RTI guidelines K through 12, titled “Using Scientific Research Based 
Interventions (SRBI) and Improving Education for All Students, 2008”. McQuillan and 
Coleman (2008) note that SRBI principals are relevant across all grades from 
prekindergarten through Grade 12, and across a variety of domains, including content 
subjects such as science and social studies.  The basic principles of SRBI include: the 
assumption that scientific research should be used to inform educational practice, focus 
on prevention and early intervention, providing school-wide or district-wide high quality 
core-curriculums/instruction and comprehensive social/behavioral supports, monitoring 
fidelity of implementation, a comprehensive assessment plan with universal common 
assessments and progress monitoring, data analysis, and data decision making (p. 21). 
Summary and Conclusion 
The reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 
2004, introduced into the federal legislation that states could no longer use the 
discrepancy model to identify students as having learning disabilities.   In addition the 
reauthorized IDEA determined that states must permit the use of a process based on the 
child’s response to scientific, research-based intervention.    
42 
The basis of RTI came from an understanding that students were being over-
identified as having learning disabilities in part from the ambiguous LD definition and in 
part because of the lack of appropriate research based interventions for students, 
especially, students who may have cultural or economic differences. 
 RTI is a federal mandate built into the reauthorization of IDEA that requires 
school districts to provide early intervention using research-based instruction prior to 
referring students to special education.  The federal mandate provided no consistent 
guidelines to implement RTI and gave individual states the authority to develop a process 
surrounding the documentation and delivery of the RTI model. 
This lack of procedural guidance has led to some confusion and inconsistencies 
among individual State Education Departments.  A major flaw in the conception and then 
subsequent research of RTI is described by Reynolds and Shaywitz (2009).  They report, 
“The lack of procedural guidance creates a guarantee that RTI will lack fidelity of 
implementation, suffer from inconsistent measurement models, and see enhanced levels 
of subjectivity in both diagnosis and in treatments” (p. 131).  
RTI was born out of research indicating that there was a growing concern of over-
identification of students with learning disabilities.  It has been postulated that many of 
these students lacked appropriate scientific research-based intervention prior to being 
identified as learning disabled. As the debate continues, there is still confusion with 
regard to the implementation of RTI, its tracking, and its effectiveness.  Reynolds and 
Shaywitz (2009) warn that school districts are once again being asked to abandon a 
previously untested and incomplete discrepancy model for a RTI model that lacks 
guidance for its effectiveness and ability to meet state guidelines.  With the RTI 
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approach, students are identified as learning disabled depending upon instructional 
effectiveness, availability of related services, and teacher recommendations.  Given the 
environmental challenges and the complexity of the middle school environment, it is 
even more important to be able to specifically identify and understand the 
implementation process of a RTI plan that is comprehensive, measurable and takes into 
consideration the complex middle school setting.  
Since its inception, the empirical research on RTI has focused at the elementary 
level.  Tier levels of instruction have been identified and there is a general framework 
that school districts can embrace.  At the middle school level, however, there have been 
few studies and a lack of overall coherent, specific guidelines that school districts can 
embrace.  Connecticut and Pennsylvania are two exceptions and have specifically 
identified RTI guidelines from Grades K through 12.   
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology 
General Perspective/Introduction 
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) developed mandatory 
guidelines for the implementation of Response to Intervention (RTI) in Grades K through 
4, leaving individual school districts to implement RTI at the secondary level at their own 
discretion.  Neighboring states such as Connecticut and Pennsylvania are providing RTI 
at the K through 12 levels and have outlined specific guidelines to its schools (DeLorenzo 
& Stevens, 2008). Where does this leave the struggling New York secondary school 
student with respect to the intent of the IDEA, and the intervention that they are entitled 
to?  For the purposes of this dissertation study this researcher will be collecting data on 
middle schools in Westchester, Putman, and Rockland Counties, in New York to answer 
the following research questions: 
1. To what degree (Approaching Full Implementation Stage(AFIS), 
Development Stage(DS), Early Stage(ES), and Not Started Stage (NSS) have districts 
implemented RTI at the Middle School level? 
2. What factors contributed to the successful implementation of RTI at the 
Middle School level?  
3. What factors may have posed a barrier to the implementation of RTI at the 
Middle School level? 
Using a two-stage mixed-methods approach, the purpose of this research design 
was to investigate what percentage of middle schools in Westchester, Putnam, and 
Rockland Counties in New York have implemented RTI in their middle school(s) and to 
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what degree (Phase 1).  Further interviews pulled out what factors were in place that 
contributed to a successfully implemented RTI program at the middle school level and 
what were some of the barriers that may have prevented less than full implementation of 
RTI (Phase 2).   
According to Glatthorn and Joyner (2005), using a “qualitative primary, 
quantitative first method, the researcher begins by collecting quantitative preliminary 
data as a basis for collecting and interpreting the primary qualitative data” (p. 40).  
This research study would be characterized as a regional program evaluation.  Formative 
evaluation, as described by Worthen, Sanders, & Fitzpatrick (2004), is often used early in 
the process of program development to “help re-channel time, money, and all types of 
human and material resources into a more productive direction” (p. 18).   Descriptive 
statistics will be used to analyze the first essential question during Phase 1 of this study.  
The grounded theory method was used to analyze the results during the Phase 2 interview 
process.  According to Strauss and Corbin (1996) the term “grounded Theory was derived 
from data that was systematically gathered and analyzed through the research process.  In 
this method, data collection, analysis, and eventually theory stand in close relationship 
with one another.  A researcher does not begin a process with a preconceived theory in 
mind.  Rather the researcher begins with an area of study and allows the theory to emerge 
from the data” (p. 12). 
Surveying this selected group of administrators in three counties in New York, 
this researcher identified four potential stages of RTI development consistent with the 
NYSED guidelines.  The four stages of development are (a) Approaching Full 
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Implementation Stage, (b) Development Stage, (c),  Early Stage, and (d)  Not Started 
Stage. 
To determine these four stages of development, this researcher developed four 
survey categories associated with a fully implemented RTI program.  These categories 
were in part derived from a New York State Education Department memo dated April 
2008, and written by James P. DeLorenzo, Statewide Coordinator of Special Education, 
and Vocational Education Services for Individuals with Disabilities and Jean C. Stevens, 
Associate Commissioner, Office of Instructional Support and Development (DeLorenzo 
& Stevens, 2008), and in part from an October, 2010 RTI Guidance Document developed 
by the NYSED.  The categories were as follows: (a) Appropriate Instruction, (b) 
Screening, (c) Instruction Matched to Student Need, and (d) Repeated Assessment of 
Student Needs 
 There were 3 questions in each of the four sections that were associated with a 
fully implemented RTI program for a total of 12 questions.  A rubric was developed by 
this researcher to determine where each middle school fell within the four stages of 
development.  These categories were further delineated into subcategories to triangulate 
the data and support the stages.  These subcategories were as follows: (a) Basic Core 
Instruction, (b) Screening, (c) Tiers, (d) Progress Monitoring. 
Research Context 
There are 62 total counties in New York State, 5 of these are boroughs of New 
York City and do not have functioning county governments.  The focus of this research 
study was to include three selected counties, Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland, that are 
geographically located in the most southeastern corner of New York State, with 
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Westchester County bordering the Bronx (one borough of New York City).  These 
counties were selected because of their proximity to New York City and their 
homogeneous make-up with respect to median household income.   
According to the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau, New York State has 19,378,102 
residents.  New York State covers 47,213.79 square miles.  The median household 
income for New York State as of 2009 was $54,554 (U.S. Census, 2011c). 
Westchester County has 949,113 residents.  Westchester County covers an area of 
432.82 square miles and its geographical setting is favorable, with New York City and 
Long Island Sound on the southeast.  The median income for a household in Westchester 
County (2009) was $77,057, well above the New York State average.  Westchester 
County ranks number two for the wealthiest communities in New York State, with New 
York City being number one (U.S. Census, 2011d). 
Putnam County is located directly north of Westchester County and according to 
the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau there are 99,710 residents of Putnam County.  The median 
household income for Putnam County (2009) was $83,768.  Putnam County covers 231 
square miles.  According to the 2006 HUD data, Putnam County ranks 11th by median 
household income in New York State (U.S. Census, 2011a). 
Rockland County is located directly to the west of Westchester County and 
southwest of Putnam County.  According to the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau (2010) there 
are 311,687 residents of Rockland County and the median household income for 
Rockland County (2009) was $78,218.  Rockland County covers 174.22 square miles 
(U.S. Census, 2011b). 
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There are currently 48 public school districts in Westchester County, including 
Northern and Southern Board of Cooperative Education (BOCES), 9 public school 
districts in Rockland County, including Rockland (BOCES), and 6 public school districts 
in Putnam County.  Graduation rates in 2009, for each county respectively were noted to 
be, 80%, 82%, and 89%  (New York Graduation Rates, 2010).  Statewide graduation 
rates as of 2007-2008 were noted to be 70.8% slightly below the national average of 
74.9% (Rampell, 2010). 
Potential respondents in these three counties will be asked to report whether their 
school districts were Urban, Suburban, or Rural as defined in the definition of terms in 
Chapter 1 of this study.  This researcher further determined the Urban status of the 
original sample by using a portion of the following guidelines developed by Russo (2004) 
from the Center for Urban Schools:   
1. The school is located in a urban area rather than a rural, small town, or   
suburban area. 
2. The school has a relatively high rate of poverty. 
3. The school has a relatively high proportion of students of color. 
4. The school has a relatively high proportion of students who are Limited 
English Proficient.  
Research Participants 
Creswell (2009) defines the attributes of the survey design method as providing “a 
quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes or opinions of a population by 
studying a sample of that population.  From sample results, the researcher generalizes or 
makes claims about the population” (p. 145).  There are multiple ways to determine the 
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population to be sampled.  Creswell (2009) refers to “purposefully selected sites that will 
help the researcher understand the problem and the research question” (p. 178).  This 
researcher purposefully sampled all 63 middle school directors of pupil personnel or 
directors of special education in Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland Counties.  The total 
of 63 public school districts in three counties were chosen to reflect an appropriate 
sample that included urban, suburban, and rural middle schools, which would be more 
representative of the larger New York State demographics.   
A list of directors of special education and directors of pupil personnel with their 
e-mails was obtained from the 2010-2011 Directory of Public Schools developed by the 
Office of Negotiations Clearinghouse Services, Putnam/Northern Westchester Board of 
Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES).  When reviewing the directory of the 63 
school districts, an e-mail list was developed using a process of elimination where by 
Directors of Special Education were selected first.  If no director of special education 
existed in that district, the director of pupil personnel was chosen for the e-mail list.  
There was either a director of special education or a director of pupil personnel services 
listed for all 63 public school districts.  
Directors of special education were chosen as the first line of  participants in this 
research study given that the RTI mandate from the IDEA (2004) dramatically changed 
the criteria for identifying students with learning disabilities and general education and 
special education subsequently have had to work together to implement this initiative.  It 
has been this researcher’s experience, working as the director of pupil personnel, the 
director of special education, and the CSE chairperson in Westchester County for the past 
eight years and attending many professional meetings and conferences, that directors of 
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special education have either taken on the initiative in the implementation process of RTI 
or are in the process, at least at the elementary level.  In the instance that the director of 
special education or the director of pupil personnel services is not the person in charge of 
RTI supervision at the middle school level, or if they believe another staff member would 
be more appropriate to take the survey there were instructions to forward the survey to 
that person. There were two districts where both the director of special education 
completed the survey and the survey was forwarded to another staff member to complete 
the survey in duplicate.  In these instances, the determination was made to only use the 
survey completed by the person on the original email.  There were also two instances 
where the director of pupil personnel or the director of special education did not fill out 
the survey, but forwarded it to another staff member to complete.  In both these instances 
these surveys were included in the study and their titles were noted in Chapter 4. 
Question 1 on the survey was open-ended, so that the survey respondent could indicate 
his or her title and each participant’s role could be documented. Participants were not 
compensated for their participation. 
An initial introduction letter was e-mailed to all participants with a link to the 
survey (Appendix A).  A statement of confidentiality was included in the letter to 
participants with consent to participate in the Phase 1 and Phase 2 process.  Participants 
had to check yes to reading the attached confidentiality statement and consent on the first 
question of the survey in order to proceed through the survey. 
Participants had one week to complete the survey before a follow-up e-mail was 
sent as a reminder of its importance and to please complete the survey.  Three more 
follow-up e-mails were sent to participants at two to three week intervals to elicit their 
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responses.  Follow-up phone calls were also made, urging the participants to complete the 
survey.  
Instruments to be Used in Data Collection: Phase 1 
Phase 1 of the study consisted of an original survey designed by this researcher. 
Questions were compiled to assess where middle schools in the three selected counties 
were in the process of implementing RTI at the middle school level, consistent with New 
York State guidelines.  A survey instrument was developed based on evaluative research, 
using a nonexperimental, closed-ended survey design method. The instrument used in the 
Phase 1 data collection process was a purposeful survey using cross-sectional data that 
was collected and analyzed at one point in time.  The survey was a self-administered 
online questionnaire (Appendix B), using the online survey program called Survey 
Monkey.  This afforded the research participants the convenience of participating using a 
familiar and widely utilized online research tool.  
The survey questions were designed using a Likert scale as well as an open- 
ended format. The participants were asked to identify their school district so that a 
potential second interviewee could be identified.  There was a question asking 
participants to volunteer for a follow-up interview.  Confidentiality of responses and an 
indication that no school district’s name would be identified in the dissertation research, 
or used for any reason whatsoever in the future, was made clear in the introductory letter 
that was sent to participants.  
Phase 1 survey: Content validity.  Content validity was established by a group 
of professionals in the field of education.  An online pilot study was conducted as part of 
the survey validation process.  The online pilot study was sent to 6 directors of special 
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education in Westchester County, the RTI staff developer for Putnam Northern BOCES, 
and a highly regarded national expert in the field of RTI who has spoken extensively 
across the country and has authored several books on the topic of RTI. The survey was 
also sent to a researcher from the University of Kansas, Center for Research on Learning, 
where this researcher obtained some of the ideas for the content of the study and follow-
up questions.  Numerous changes were made based on the feedback, and resent to the 
group for final consideration, prior to sending the survey out to school administrators in 
Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland counties. 
Instruments to be Used in Data Collection: Phase 2  
Phase 2 of this research study consisted of one-on-one semi-structured interviews 
using a stratified random sampling method conducted with school district administrators 
from each of the four phases of RTI development (n = 2 from Approaching Full 
Implementation Stage, n = 2 from Developing Stage, n = 1 from Early Stage, n = 3 from 
Not Started Stage).  All respondents who were selected to participate were tape recorded 
with the participant’s prior consent.  All tape recordings were transcribed.  It was the 
intention of this researcher to randomly select two respondents from each of the four 
survey categories: Approaching Full Implementation Stage, Development Stage, Early 
Stage, and Not Started Stage.  Because only one respondent from the Early Stage 
consented to a follow-up interview, three respondents were randomly selected from the 
Not Started Stage for balancing purposes.  The sample was subdivided by demographic 
data and respondents were chosen so as to get a cross-section of middle schools 
representative of the selected counties.  Interviews were set up by appointment at the 
respondent’s office. 
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Phase 2 survey: Reliability. Phase 2 reliability procedures included: reviewing 
transcripts for accuracy, consistency in the development of codes, keeping field notes and 
a codebook (Creswell, 2009). 
Procedures for Data Collection and Analysis: Phase 1 
Quantitative.   Descriptive research is defined by Glatthorn and Joyner (2005) as 
a tool to describe the characteristics of a population by directly examining samples of that 
population.  They further stated, “Descriptive studies make primary use of surveys, 
interviews, and observations” (p. 102).  During Phase 1 of this research design, 
descriptive statistics were used to compile the data results and identify specific areas that 
correlated with the RTI criteria as defined by NYSED guidelines to determine the four 
stages of RTI development.  
A survey rubric (Appendix C) was developed where each of the survey questions 
were broken down and assigned numeric value equivalents (0–2) corresponding to three 
basic RTI criteria:  (a) Fully, (b) Partially, or (c) Not at All.  These criteria were 
developed by looking at the above mentioned NYSED (2010) guidelines as well as the 
New York State Technical Assistance Center (RTI-TAC) criteria, and assigning a value 
of 2 to questions that were consistent with a fully implemented RTI program, a value of 1 
to questions that were partially consistent with RTI guidelines or had some basic 
components of the program, and a value of 0 to those questions that did not meet any 
criteria consistent with the RTI guidelines. 
Criteria for fully implemented RTI will include the following: (a) scientific, research-
based instruction aligned to state learning standards in core academic areas (NYSED, 
2010); (b) screening to all students in a class to identify those students who are not 
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making academic progress (NYSED, 2010); (c) a tier-level process that includes 
instruction matched to student need with increasingly intensive levels of targeted 
instruction (NYSED, 2010); (d) students initially identified as at-risk on screening 
measures are progress monitored on a bimonthly basis in Tiers 1 and 2, and on a weekly 
basis in Tier 3 (New York State, n.d.); (e) scientific research-based instruction designed 
to remediate skill deficits of targeted students (New York State, n.d.); and (f) assessment 
may include formal and informal measures to inform instruction (New York State, n.d.). 
Criteria for partially implemented programs included less than full 
implementation, but some systems in place in the area of screening, research-based 
assessment, and tier-leveled interventions. For example, if a school were to screen only 
one grade level in their middle school, or provide two Tier levels of intervention instead 
of three or four.  Criteria for not at all will include any school that has no systems in place 
in any of the above areas associated with RTI implementation or if they are unsure of any 
such systems in their middle school building.  
The totals for each district were then compiled into a Survey Scoring Spreadsheet 
(Appendix D) and a Scoring Rationale Protocol (Appendix E) was developed, where four 
stages of RTI implementation emerged: (a) Approaching Full Implementation Stage, (b) 
Development Stage, (c) Early Stages, and (d) Not at All Stage.  
 The scoring rationale protocol indicated the minimum score that respondents 
would need to achieve in each of the four stages of RTI development.  The breakdown is 
as follows:  
1. Full Implementation respondents would need to have scored a minimum of 
18–24 points. 
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2. Development Phase respondents would need to have scored a minimum of 
13–17 points. 
3. Early Stage respondents would need to have scored a minimum of 7–12 
points. 
4. Not Started Stage respondents would need to have scored under 7 points.  
Phase 1 of the dissertation process defined the degree to which middle schools 
in Westchester, Rockland, and Putnam counties have implemented RTI at the middle 
school level, thus answering Essential Question 1: To what degree (Approaching Full 
Implementation Stage, Development Stage, Early Stage, and Not at All Stage) have 
districts implemented RTI? 
Qualitative.   Further analysis of whether the middle schools that scored in the 
four stages of RTI development truly represented the intent of the RTI mandate were 
determined.  As a way to test the inter-rater reliability of the survey, subcategories of RTI 
were developed using the DeLorenzo & Stevens (2008) Guidance Document.  A rationale 
for these subcategories was determined by identifying even more basic fundamentals of 
RTI (Appendix F). Inter-rater reliability was developed by using a combination of the 
following information to triangulate the data and support this analysis: (a) survey 
breakdown of responses, district scoring sheet, (b) stages of development (AFIS, DS, ES, 
NSS), (c) subcategories assigned (BCI, S, T,PM), and (d) qualitative data from 
respondent interviews.  Hanson et al. (2005) spoke to the process of triangulation as a 
means to “signify the use of multiple reference points to locate an object’s exact position” 
(p. 225).  Subcategories were developed by looking at the survey breakdown responses 
by each survey section (Appendix G).  If any district scored at least 3 points in any of the 
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sections, they were determined to have at least begun to implement some level of RTI in 
this category consistent with the original NYSED Guidance memo (DeLorenzo & 
Stevens, 2008). 
Procedures for Data Collection and Analysis: Phase 2  
The Phase 2 interview questions utilized one-on-one qualitative interviews with a 
group of selected administrators in any of the three counties who participated in the RTI 
Middle School survey.  Interview questions were designed specifically for respondents 
based on their overall score and subsequent stage of RTI implementation (Appendix H 
and I). 
Interview data was organized using a “Cut and Sort Method” described by Ryan 
and Bernard (2003), who described the importance of making explicit the techniques we 
use for discovering themes in qualitative data.  They go on to describe three reasons why 
this is important. 
1. Discovering themes is the basis for social science research and without it 
investigators have nothing to compare and explain. 
2. Being explicit about how we establish themes allows consumers of qualitative 
research to assess our methodological choices. 
3. Qualitative researchers need an explicit, jargon-free vocabulary to 
communicate with each other across disciplines. (p. 86) 
They also aptly described the process by outlining the following four strategies for 
collecting data: “(a) Discovering themes and sub-themes, (b) Winnowing themes into a 
manageable few, (c) Building hierarchies of themes or code-books, (d) Linking themes 
into theoretical models” (p. 86). 
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Interview data were analyzed for charts and frequency information using SPSS 
and Microsoft Excel.   A research assistant was used for data analysis. These 8 semi-
structured interviews were coded and analyzed to answer Essential Questions 2 and 3, 
which are: What factors contributed to the successful implementation of RTI?  What 
factors may have been barriers to the implementation of RTI? 
Chapter Summary 
NYSED developed mandatory guidelines for the implementation of RTI in 
Grades K through 4, leaving individual school districts to implement RTI at the 
secondary level at their own discretion. Where does this leave the struggling New York 
secondary school student with respect to the intent of the IDEA, and the interventions 
they require and they are entitled to? 
Using a two stage mixed methods approach, the purpose of this research design 
was to investigate what percentage of middle schools in Westchester, Putnam, and 
Rockland Counties in New York have implemented RTI in their middle school(s) and to 
what degree (Phase 1).  Further interviews defined what factors were in place that 
contributed to a successfully implemented RTI program at the middle school level and 
what were some of the barriers that may have prevented less than full implementation of 
RTI (Phase 2).   
The Phase 1 participants were located in three selected counties (Westchester, 
Putnam, and Rockland) that are geographically located in the most southeastern corner of 
New York State, with Westchester County bordering the Bronx (one borough of New 
York City). This researcher purposefully sampled all 63 middle school Directors of Pupil 
Personnel or Directors of Special Education in Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland 
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Counties.  The total of 63 public school districts in three counties were chosen to gather 
an appropriate sample that included urban, suburban, and rural middle schools, which 
would be more representative of the larger New York 
Phase 1 of this study yielded an original survey designed to extrapolate 4 key 
areas of RTI, which were grouped into the following stages: (a) Approaching Full 
Implementation, (b) Development Phase, (c) Early Stage, and (d) Not Started.  These four 
stages of RTI development answered Research Question 1 of this study: To what degree 
(Approaching Full Implementation, Development Phase, Early Stage, and Not Started) 
have districts implemented RTI at the Middle School level? 
Phase 2 of this research study consisted of one-on-one semi-structured interviews 
using a stratified random sampling method conducted with school district administrators 
from each of the four phases of RTI development.  This survey data was compiled into 
seven themes using the coding method of cut and sort, described by Ryan and Bernard 
(2003). Phase 2 of this research study consisted of one-on-one semi-structured interviews 
using a stratified random sampling method when choosing respondents, conducted with 
school district administrators from each of the four phases of RTI development. 
 The culmination of these themes answered Research Question 2 and 3 of this 
study: What factors contributed to the successful implementation of RTI at the Middle 
School level? and What factors may have been barriers to the implementation of RTI at 
the Middle School level? 
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Chapter 4: Findings 
Introduction 
The reauthorization of IDEA (2004) added Response to Intervention (RTI) to the 
already cumbersome regulations that guided school districts across the country in the 
education of students with disabilities for the past four decades.  While RTI was 
mandated by law as a result of the reauthorized IDEA (2004), the implementation process 
was left up to individual state education departments.  This process is unique for each 
district across the county, with the New York State Education Department (NYSED) 
having determined that RTI will only be mandated in Grades K through 4 by the year 
2012.  NYSED did provide guidelines and technical assistance, for school districts K 
through 12 to help assist the implementation of RTI across all grade levels. 
Absent mandated implementation requirements, this researcher was interested in 
determining the level of RTI implementation at middle schools (Grades 5
 
through 8) in 
selected counties in New York.  Further information was compiled to reflect the process 
by which school district administrators successfully implemented RTI at their middle 
school, and the potential barriers to the successful implementation.  As described in 
further detail in Chapter 3, an original survey was developed and sent to all 63 school 
district administrators in three counties in southeastern New York.  These 63 school 
districts encompass all of the public schools represented in three selected counties.  These 
three counties are located northeast of New York City and are considered to be in the top 
11% of the wealthiest counties in New York State. 
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An original survey (Phase 1) was constructed using the online survey 
development program called Survey Monkey, along with, follow-up interviews (Phase 2) 
with selected respondents designed to address the following research questions:  
1. To what degree (Approaching Full Implementation, Development Phase, Early 
Stage, and Not Started) have districts implemented RTI at the Middle School level? 
2. What factors contributed to the successful implementation of RTI at the Middle 
School level? 
3. What factors may have posed a barrier to the implementation of RTI at the 
middle school level?  
 Research Question 1 was addressed by using the Phase 1 survey results generated 
from Survey Monkey.  Research Questions 2 and 3 were addressed by analyzing the 
Phase 2, follow-up interview results given to a selected group of respondents who 
participated in the Phase 1 survey.  The survey results provided descriptive data relevant 
to the population, sample, location, and size of the middle schools surveyed.  The survey 
also provided rich data that was intentionally designed to correlate to the RTI guidelines 
set forth by NYSED.  
Interview data was organized using a cut and sort method as described by Ryan 
and Bernard (2003).  Ryan and Bernard (2003) aptly described the process by outlining 
the following four strategies for collecting data: (a) discovering themes and sub-themes, 
(b) winnowing themes into a manageable few, (c) building hierarchies of themes or code-
books, and (d) linking themes into theoretical models.  Interview data were analyzed for 
charts and frequency information using SPSS and Microsoft excel.  A research assistant 
was used for data analysis.  
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Phase 1 Demographic Data.  
The Phase 1 survey was designed to address Research Question 1 of this study. It 
also requested additional descriptive information in order to provide a backdrop for the 
findings.  The original number of districts (N = 63) who were e-mailed the Phase 1 
survey were classified as either Urban (n = 9) at 14%, Suburban (n = 53) at 84%, or Rural 
(n = 2) at 3%, and asked to self-report this demographic information on the survey. 
These selected districts represent all public school districts in Westchester, 
Rockland, and Putnam Counties, New York.  The breakdown of districts by county were 
as follows: Westchester County (n = 48), Rockland County (n = 9), and Putnam County 
(n = 6) in New York.  From the data (N = 63) districts there were (n = 28) total 
respondents. Respondents accounted for 44% of the original number of surveys 
distributed and were representative of a cross-section of the community by size and 
demographic make-up.   
Survey respondents (N = 28) represent 24 individual school districts in three 
counties.  The 24 districts were well representative of the original 63 district surveys with 
respect to Urban (n = 4) at 44%, Suburban (n = 20) at 38%, and Rural (n = 1) at 50%.  
This researcher did not use the 4 duplicate responses, because they were completed by 
respondents other than the originally e-mailed director of pupil personnel services or the 
director of special education.  When respondent districts did not have the director of pupil 
personnel or the director of special education respond, other titles were accepted. Thus, 
the remaining 24 respondents represent 24 unique school districts and 38% of the total 
surveys distributed. Districts further estimated the student populations in their middle 
schools, as detailed in Table 4.1.   
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Table 4.1 
District Type and Middle School Population, as Reported by Survey Respondents  
District Type 
Middle School Student Population* 
Total <500 500–999  1000–1500 >2000 
Urban 2 0 0 1 3 
Suburban 7 11 1 1 20 
Rural 1 0 0 0 1 
Total 10 11 1 2 24 
* No respondents indicated their middle school population as 1501–2000. 
Grade-level ranges in subject middle schools were reported with a majority of the 
schools containing Grades 6 through 8.  Of note was one middle school that contained 
Grades 5 through 7.  Table 4.2 provides all the variations present among survey 
respondents’ districts. 
Table 4.2 
Grade Level Ranges in Subject Middle Schools 
Grade Level Range n % 
7th to 8th 3   13 
6th to 8th 16   67 
5th to 8th 4   17 
5th to 7th 1     4 
Total 24 100 
Note. Rounding errors have occurred. 
63 
Based on a free-form answer from each respondent, their roles at their respective 
schools were identified as belonging to one of the four categories listed in Table 4.3 (one 
respondent did not answer the question). Of note was one respondent whose title was RTI 
specialist.  This respondent was directed by the director of special education to complete 
the survey. The majority of survey respondents were in a role related to special education. 
Table 4.3 
Survey Respondents’ Roles in Their Respective Schools 
Function n % 
PPS / Special Ed 20   87 
Principal 2    9 
RTI Specialist 1    4 
Total 23 100 
Note. Rounding errors have occurred. PPS = 
pupil personnel services. 
Research Question 1: Quantitative Data Analysis 
To what degree (Approaching Full Implementation, Development Phase, Early 
Stage, and Not Started) have districts implemented RTI at the Middle School level? The 
survey in its entirety was designed as an instrument specifically to answer this research 
question. The bulk of the survey’s questions were compiled to form a rubric that was 
used to score responses. Those scores were used to determine the school districts’ 
individual levels of RTI implementation stage at their respective middle school. The 
stages are: (a) Approaching Full Implementation Stage (AFIS), (b) Development Stage 
(DS), (c) Early Stage (ES), and (d) Not Started Stage. 
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The survey results revealed the following distribution within the four levels of 
implementation based on respondent perspectives as reflected by their survey responses.  
As indicated in Figure 4.1, 38% of the middle schools surveyed are approaching the full 
implementation stage according to the rubric score.  This finding represents a greater than 
expected result given that RTI is not mandated at the middle school level.  The findings 
also indicate that 42% of the middle schools surveyed have not implemented RTI to any 
significant degree.  
5 (21%)
5 (21%)
5 (21%)
9 (38%)
Not Started
Early Stages
Development Phase
Approaching Full Implementation
 
Note. A rounding error has occurred. 
Figure 4.1.  Levels of RTI Implementation Based on Survey Responses. 
A number of questions on the survey were present not only to function as an 
element of the implementation, as determined by a rubric score, but also to determine the 
presence or absence of specific factors that are known to be the basis of successful RTI 
implementation. The questions that fall into this category are presented in the Table 4.4. 
65 
Table 4.4 
Survey Questions on Specific Factors That Influence RTI Implementation Success 
Section Question 
Number Survey Question Question Type 
3 1 Does your middle school core curriculum provide research 
based reading instruction to all students in the general 
education class? 
Multiple Choice 
(Never to Always) 
3 2 Does your middle school use differentiated instruction to 
meet the wide range of student needs? 
Multiple Choice 
(Never to Always) 
3 3 Is your middle school curriculum aligned to the NY State 
learning standards? 
Multiple Choice 
(Never to Always) 
4 1 Indicate the following measures that you use as part of the 
RTI screening process in the area of Reading for all students 
in a grade level: Check all that apply. 
Multiple Response 
4 2 Please mark each grade level in which you provide research 
based screening to all students in a grade level in the area of 
Reading (for example AIMSweb, Gates MacGinitie) etc. 
Multiple Response 
4 3 If you marked yes to any of the above please indicate the 
number of times per year you screen students in the area of 
Reading (Decoding/ Fluency, or Comprehension) at each 
grade level. 
Multiple Choice 
(1 to 4) 
5 1 If you provide screening in the area of Reading (Decoding, 
Fluency, or Comprehension), based on the results, please 
mark if you provide explicit and systematic instruction 
matched to student need. 
Multiple Choice 
(Yes, No, Unsure) 
5 2 If you marked Yes to the above question do you provide Tier 
Levels of intervention that are increasingly intensive in the 
area of Reading (Decoding, Fluency, or Comprehension) 
prior to referring a student to the CSE? 
Multiple Choice 
(Yes, No, Unsure) 
5 3 Please check the number of Tier levels you provide in the 
area of Reading.  
Multiple Response 
6 1 Once a student is identified for a tier level, do you provide 
progress monitoring in the area of Reading? 
Multiple Choice 
(Yes, No, Unsure) 
6 2 Which of the following assessments do you use to progress 
monitor a student’s performance in the area of Reading? 
Multiple Response 
6 3 If you indicated that you provide progress monitoring in the 
area of Reading, please check the number of times you 
provide progress monitoring at each Tier level.  
Multiple Response 
7 1 1. Do you provide written notification to parents when the 
student requires an intervention beyond that which is 
provided to all students in the general education classroom? 
Multiple Choice 
(Yes, No, Unsure) 
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Precise and proper usage of the methods and instruments specified in these 13 
survey questions are expected to aid in successful implementation of RTI programs and 
services. Because in some cases there is a logical flow from one question to the next, 
presentation of the results to these survey questions will be done in the order in which 
they appeared on the original survey.  Please note, in Section 7 the question regarding 
parent notification was not used as part of the rubric to determine RTI implementation 
level, but was included as it is a requirement of RTI. 
Section 3: Appropriate instruction.  Responses to Survey Questions 3.1, 3.2, 
and 3.3 relative to appropriate instruction are detailed below. 
Responses to Survey Question 3.1.  Does your middle school core curriculum 
provide research based reading instruction to all students in the general education class? 
One of the main components of a strong RTI program is a core curriculum that is 
research based and will provide students a program that employs systematic, empirical 
methods that draw on observation or experiment (Hughes, Douglass, Dexter, 2011). As 
shown in Figure 4.2, there is great variability with respect to the use of a core curriculum 
in the distribution across middle schools. The basic premise of RTI is that all school 
districts will provide a research-based core curriculum to students across the grade levels.  
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Figure 4.2. Scientific Research-based Core Curriculum Frequency of Use. 
Responses to Survey Question 3.2.  Does your middle school use differentiated 
instruction to meet the wide range of student needs? Differentiated instruction is defined 
as a teaching theory based on the premise that instructional approaches should vary and 
be adapted in relation to individual and diverse students in a classroom.  As seen in 
Figure 4.3, all districts reported to use some level of differentiated instruction in their 
middle school. 
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Figure 4.3. How Often Do Schools Use Differentiated Instruction? 
Responses to Question 3.3.  Is your middle school curriculum aligned to the New 
York State Learning Standards? As shown in Figure 4.4, 32 districts reported their 
middle school curriculum is aligned to the New York State learning standards at least 
most of the time.  One district reported their middle school curriculum is aligned to the 
New York State learning standards sometimes, while 1 district reported being unsure.  No 
district reported their middle school curriculum was never aligned to the New York State 
learning standards. 
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Figure 4.4. Perception of Middle School Alignment to State Learning Standards. 
Section 4: Screening.   Responses to Research Questions 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 are 
detailed below. 
Responses to Question 4.1. Indicate the following measures that are used as part 
of the RTI screening process in the area of Reading for all students in a grade level: 
Check all that apply. The response distribution to Question 4.1 as shown in Table 4.4 
reveals that middle schools of all but one respondent use the NYS ELA assessments as 
screening instruments and that just less than half of these respondents’ middle schools 
use unspecified research-based assessments.  Using NYS ELA assessments to screen 
students for RTI does not meet the minimum requirement, according to the NYSED 
(2010) guidelines.  In Table 4.4 only half the number of districts used research-based 
measures other than the NYS ELA to screen students.  Table 4.5 indicates that middle 
schools are focusing their screening efforts in the area of comprehension, perhaps 
because many of the students who attend middle school have had interventions in the area 
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of decoding, but are still struggling to use higher level inferential thinking skills required 
in middle school. 
Table 4.5 
Measures Used for the RTI Screening Process (n = 24)  
Screening Measure n % 
NYS ELA Assessments 23   64 
Research-Based Assessments 11   31 
Local Assessments   1    3 
STAR testing, PAF decoding test   1    3 
Total 36 100 
Note. Multiple responses per respondent were possible. A 
rounding error exists. 
Responses to Question 4.2.  Please mark each grade level in which you provide 
research based screening to all students in a grade level in the area of Reading (for 
example AIMSweb, Gates MacGinitie, etc.). Reviewing Tables 4.5 and 4.6 together, we 
can see the specific areas middle schools focus on in their ELA screenings as well as 
frequency in which the screening is done. Comprehension is clearly favored overall, 
while for any area of ELA competencies most middle schools screen three times or less 
per year.  Reviewing Table 4.6 respondents who reported providing screening to three 
grade levels, also included 5th grade in their answer choice, even if they did not report 
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having a fifth grade in their middle school building.  This did not influence the rubric 
scoring results. 
Table 4.6 
Grade Levels at which Middle Schools Screen for Reading 
 Reading Areas 
Grade Level Decoding Comprehension Fluency 
1   3   3   3 
2   2   2   2 
3   1   5   2 
4   4   5   5 
Total 10 15 12 
Note. Four respondents chose “unsure” for one or more 
grade levels. Grade Levels = the number of grade levels in 
the middle school in which screening is conducted. 
Responses to Question 4.3  If you marked yes to any of the above please indicate 
the number of times per year you screen students in the area of Reading (Decoding/ 
Fluency, or Comprehension) at each grade level. 
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Table 4.7 
Number of Times per Year Students Screened in the Areas of Decoding, Fluency, 
Comprehension 
 Reading Area 
Grade Levels Decoding / Fluency M Comprehension M 
1 2 3 
2 4 4 
3 5 6 
4 2 1 
Total 13 14 
Note. Grade levels = the number of grade levels in the middle 
school in which screening is conducted. M = Mean annual 
frequency. 
Section 5: Instruction matched to student need. Responses to Research 
Questions 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 are detailed below. 
Responses to Question 5.1. If you provide screening in the area of Reading 
(Decoding, Fluency, or Comprehension), based on the results, please mark if you provide 
explicit and systematic instruction matched to student need.  
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Figure 4.5. Screening Provided for Reading (n = 22). 
Responses to Question 5.2:  Do you provide tier levels of intervention that are 
increasingly intensive prior to referring to the CSE? As can be seen in Figure 4.6, 
districts overwhelmingly responded that they provide tier levels of intervention that are 
increasingly intensive prior to referring to the CSE. All respondents who answered yes to 
Question 5.1 also answered yes to Question 5.2. The same pattern did not occur for no 
and unsure answers.  
13 (68%)
3 (16%)
3 (16%)
Yes
No
Unsure
 
Figure 4.6. Tier Levels of Instruction That Are Increasingly Intensive (n = 19). 
Responses to Question 5.3. Please check the number of Tier levels you provide in 
the area of Reading.. The responses to Question 5.3 displayed in Table 4.8 show that 
only one district from the study uses Tier 4. Tier 2 is the most widely used, with Tiers 1 
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and 3 about even.  School districts reported levels of instruction across three tiers that 
were close to evenly distributed. 
Table 4.8 
Number of Tier Levels Used in Reading  
 
Responses 
f     % 
Tier 1 9 31 
Tier 2 11 38 
Tier 3 8 28 
Tier 4 1 3 
Total 29 100 
Note. Multiple responses per respondent 
were possible. Four respondents chose 
“Unsure.” 
Section 6: Repeated assessments of student achievement Responses to 
Research Questions 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 relative to repeated assessments of student 
achievement are detailed below. 
Responses to Question 6.1.  Once a student is identified for a tier level, do you 
provide progress monitoring in the area of Reading? The responses are displayed in 
Figure 4.7. 
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Figure 4.7. Is Progress Monitoring Provided Once a Student Is Identified for a 
Tier Level? (n = 22). 
Responses to Question 6.2.  Data for the responses to Question 6.2 is shown in 
Table 4.9. Two of those who answered none to Question 6.2 had answered no to Question 
6.1; the third respondent had answered unsure to Question 6.1. Similarly, the respondent 
who answered unsure to Question 6.1 had also answered unsure to Question 6.2. 
Otherwise, there appears to be roughly equal usage of the three types of progress 
monitoring instruments, with just more than a third (n = 9) to just over a half (n = 13) of 
the sample of respondents representing their middle schools as using each of the three 
types.  The largest percentage of respondents chose state assessments as a means to 
progress monitor students in the area of reading.  Using state assessments to progress 
monitor students is not in the guidelines according to NYSED and further discussion of 
these results will be found in Chapter 5. 
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Table 4.9 
Responses to Question 6.2: Assessments Used to Progress Monitor a Student’s 
Performance in the Area of Reading (n = 38) 
Progress Monitoring Measure n % 
CBMs 11 29 
Standardized Assessments 9 24 
State Assessments 13 34 
Other 2 5 
None 3 8 
Total 38 100 
Note. Multiple responses per respondent were possible. 
CBMs = curriculum-based measures. One respondent 
chose “Unsure.” 
Responses to Question 6.3.  If you indicated that you provide progress 
monitoring in the area of Reading, please check the number of times you provide 
progress monitoring at each Tier level.  The responses are displayed in Figure 4.8. 
Question 6.3 asked respondents to indicate the frequency of progress monitoring for each 
tier level in their middle school. The most frequent monitoring tends to be at Tier 3; Tier 
2 was indicated by more respondents as receiving twice-monthly or monthly monitoring; 
at the quarterly level, Tier 1 comes in at the highest response frequency; finally, it 
appears that most of the school districts represented by the 17 respondents to this item do 
progress monitoring more frequently than once or twice per year. 
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Figure 4.8. Number of Times Progress Monitoring Is Provided at Tier Levels (n = 17). 
Responses to Question 7.1   Do you provide written notification to parents when 
the student requires an intervention? Responses are indicated in Figure 4.9. Parent 
involvement is an important component of RTI maintenance. Notification is the entryway 
into that collaborative relationship and, according to state education department policy, 
must take place when interventions in addition to general education are delivered to 
students. Those who answered yes make up exactly two-thirds of the study sample, which 
is encouraging. However, it is hoped that the two middle schools whose representatives 
answered unsure are indeed engaged in a notification procedure and that those four 
respondents who answered no will see their middle schools implement such a procedure 
in the future. 
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Figure 4.9. Responses to Question 7.1, Is Notification Provided to Parents? (n = 22). 
Research Question 1: Qualitative Data Analysis 
This section’s discussion further clarifies the quantitative data results for Research 
Question 1: To what degree (Approaching Full Implementation, Development Phase, 
Early Stage, and Not Started ) have districts implemented RTI at the Middle School 
level?  As noted in the previous section, 38% (n = 9) of middle schools scored in the 
Approaching Full Implementation Stage, 21% (n = 5) of middle schools scored in the 
Development Phase, 21% (n = 5) of middle schools scored in the Early Stage, and 21% (n 
= 5) of middle schools scored in the Not Started Stage of RTI development.  This section 
further analyzes each of these four stages of RTI development compared to 4 sub-
categories of RTI development.  To review, these categories included: (a) Section 3: 
Appropriate Instruction (AI), (b) Section 4: Screening (S), (c) Section 5: Instruction 
Matched to Student Need (IMSN), (d) Section 6: Repeated Assessment of Student Needs 
(RASN).  There were three questions on the survey devoted to AI.  They included having 
a research-based core curriculum, differentiated instruction, and curriculum aligned to 
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New York State standards.  There were three questions on the survey related to S.  They 
included the type, grade, and level of screener provided to students.  There were three 
questions on the survey related to IMSN.  They included providing instruction based on 
screening results, tier levels of instruction that increase in intensity, and the number of 
tier levels provided.  There were three questions on the survey related to RASN.  They 
included progress monitoring, the assessment used to progress monitor, and the number 
of times per tier level there is progress monitoring to students.  A Scoring Rational for the 
RTI Stages of Development can be found in Appendix E. 
A further qualitative analysis of these categories of RTI development were broken 
down into subcategories or  basic requirement categories, which were less than the 
minimum requirements set forth for each of the 4 Stages of RTI Development (AFIS, DS, 
ES, NSS).  Each subcategory represents an even more basic requirement of RTI and was 
used to further confirm the validity of the stages and triangulate the information back to 
the minimum requirements set forth in the NYSED guidance memo (DeLorenzo & 
Stevens, 2008), which defines RTI to minimally include: 
Appropriate instruction (BCI) delivered to all students in the general education 
class by qualified personnel.  Appropriate instruction in reading means scientific 
research-based reading programs that include explicit and systematic instruction 
in phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary development, reading fluency 
(including oral reading skills) and reading comprehension strategies. 
Screenings (S) applied to all students in the class to identify those students who are not 
making academic progress at expected rates. 
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Instruction matched to student need with increasingly intensive levels of targeted 
intervention (T) and instruction for students who do not make satisfactory progress in 
their levels of performance and/or in their rate of learning to meet age or grade level 
standards. 
Repeated assessments (PM) of student achievement which should include curriculum 
based measures to determine if interventions are resulting in student progress toward age 
or grade level standards.   
For ease of reading the following subcategories developed will be called 
 Basic Core Instruction (BCI), 
 Screening (S), 
 Tier Levels (T), and 
 Progress Monitoring (PM). 
It was determined that if districts scored at least three points in each section on the 
stages of development, they would meet this even more basic standard.  A full description 
of the rationale can be found in Appendix F, Rationale for Subcategories in RTI 
Development. 
A combination of the following data was used to triangulate the stages of 
development with the subcategories of development to support this analysis: (a) survey 
breakdown of responses, district scoring sheet; (b) stages of development, (AFIS, DS, 
ES, NSS); (c) individual subcategories assigned to survey sections (BCI, S, T,PM); and 
(d) qualitative data from respondent interviews: and (e) NYSED (DeLorenzo & Stevens, 
2008) memo. 
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Each district was assigned a value based on the above-mentioned subcategories of 
BCI, S, T, PM for each section on the survey.  The following information will be broken 
down by stage of RTI development, with a discussion of the subcategories identified at 
each stage level. 
Approaching full implementation stage (AFIS).  All nine school districts that 
scored in the AFIS were noted to have all four subcategories in place (BCI, S, T, PM).  
This is a significant finding and is consistent with the NYSED (2010) guidance document 
that sets out RTI expectations.  Two respondents from this stage were interviewed further 
to confirm this finding.  Both respondents indicated that their district has basic core 
instruction in place (BCI), universal screening measures to screen students (S), tier levels 
of instruction that are increasingly intensive and matched to student need (T), and 
progress monitoring of students weekly at the upper tier levels (PM).  Of interest is their 
use of screening and progress monitoring measures that are research based, such as 
AIMSweb.  Tier levels of intervention were also noted to come directly from the 
research-based, universal screener, which was administered at least 3 times a year.  
Progress monitoring was also consistently used and data was developed by the research-
based intervention program.  
Not started stage (NSS).  As with the AFIS stage all 5 respondents reported 
having the same subcategory in place (BCI), however this was the only subcategory they 
had in place.  Having basic core instruction in place for students is one of the first 
requirements of RTI.  Of interest were these five districts that only had some of the basic 
core requirements in place.  Three respondents were interviewed to confirm this finding.  
All three interviewees reported having some level of core curriculum in place, with 
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differentiated instruction matched to state standards.  Where they all consistently had 
difficulty was having identified a universal screener, which would be the next step in the 
RTI process?  All three districts reported they had a strong RTI program in place at the 
elementary level, and were focusing on the 2012 deadline mandate to implement RTI 
Grades K through 4.  What was also consistent was that they had also focused their 
efforts with regards to staff development at the elementary level.  All three interviewees 
noted that they are using screening methods at the middle school level, but they consist 
mostly of NYSED State ELA exams.  Because there were no universal screening 
measures in place, progress monitoring efforts were not developed.  It should be noted 
that all three interviewees noted that they do provide comprehensive AIS services, 
however they have no way to gather data on these interventions, nor monitor their 
effectiveness.   
Development stage (DS).  Out of the five respondents, four identified their 
district to have basic research-based core instruction (BCI) in place.  Of interest in the DS 
and what kept them from scoring in the AFIS was they skipped over the screening (S) 
process of RTI and went right to progress monitoring (PM).  Two respondents were 
interviewed and both reported having difficulty finding a universal screener that was 
appropriate for the middle school.  Both interviewees noted that they were using 
screening methods, but they were using a combination of screeners throughout the school 
year.  For example, one respondent noted using the NYSED ELA assessment for one part 
of the screening and using an inventory checklist to screen another time during the school 
year.  This method of screening lacks reliability and doesn’t allow for meaningful 
comparisons between the measurements and could lead to inaccurate and ineffective 
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intervention practices.  One of the respondents reported progress monitoring and received 
credit on the survey, but upon interviewing it was determined that a portfolio assessment 
was being used to progress monitor students, not research-based assessments. One 
respondent did receive all four subcategories, and fell just below the cut off point for 
AFIS. 
Early stage (ES).   The next stage to be discussed is the ES.  The five 
respondents again fell at various implementation subcategories.  As in the DS four out of 
the five respondents had some level of research based core instruction in place(BCI).  
However, this stage differed from the DS because only one respondent indicated progress 
monitoring (PM) students and similarly to the DS stage, had skipped over the screening 
(S) process.  Two of the respondents had screening (S) in place for students, and two had 
tier levels (T) in place with no mention of a universal screener. One district had only a 
tier level (T) system in place, with no basic core instruction (BCI).  One respondent was 
interviewed and noted consistent with the DS, that the use of a universal screener at the 
middle school level was warranted.  This respondent also noted the use of screening 
methods that were not research based, but based more on the NYSED ELA assessment 
and other anecdotal, portfolio-type materials, such as report cards, behavior checklists, 
and reading inventories.  This interviewee, also similar to DS, indicated that elementary 
implementation was a priority, as was staff resources for staff development being geared 
toward elementary.   
Overall there were significant consistencies in the top stage (AFIS) and the lowest 
stage (NSS) with respect to all respondent’s subcategories being equally distributed 
across stages.  The middle stages (DS) and (ES) would be considered to be consistently 
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inconsistent.  These stages yielded much variation, with some districts reporting skipping 
over some of the more fundamental processes of RTI (e.g. screening) and attempting to 
implement higher level processes (e.g. progress monitoring).  These middle stages 
represent the struggles that school district administrators face implementing RTI fully at 
the middle school level.  Further qualitative analysis was broken down into seven themes 
that are presented in the following sections to answer research Questions 2 and 3. 
Phase 2: Demographic Data  
The Phase 2 interviews were designed to answer Research Question 2 of this 
study.  Extended interviews were conducted with eight of the survey respondents who 
were at various RTI implementation levels as presented in Table 4.10.  Three respondents 
represented the stage of Not Started, one respondent represented the stage of Early 
Stages, two respondents represented the stage of Developmental, and two respondents 
represented the stage of Approaching Full Implementation. 
Table 4.10 
Interview Respondents’ Middle School Implementation Levels 
Level of Implementation n % 
Not Started 3   38 
Early Stages 1   13 
Developmental 2   25 
Approaching Full 2   25 
Total 8 100 
Note. Rounding errors exist. 
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Research Question 2: Qualitative Data Analysis  
What factors contributed to the successful implementation of RTI at the middle 
school level? Using a cut and sort analysis method described earlier in this chapter, 56 
themes within 7 overarching theme categories were identified in the rich textual data 
from the eight interviews. An abundance of information regarding effective strategies and 
practices as well as hindrances to implementation of RTI exists within these themes. The 
themes fell into the seven categories listed in Table 4.11.  
Table 4.11 
Theme categories and descriptions 
ID Theme Category Description 
1 Preparation Actions prior to implementation that support a 
successful RTI implementation 
2 First Steps Actions at the start of RTI implementation 
that support successful implementation 
3 Maintenance Actions after initial implementation that 
support successful RTI implementation 
4 Personnel Ownership / Buy-In Staff and personnel whose accountable 
involvement or fulfillment of specific roles 
support successful RTI implementation 
5 Evidence-Based Practices Methods, materials, or ideologies of/to which 
use or reference support successful RTI 
implementation 
6 Next Steps and Lessons Learned Actions that follow from the interviewees’ 
schools’ current states of implementation; 
problems encountered during the schools’ 
RTI implementation experiences and the 
wisdom thereby gained. 
7 Hindrances / Challenges Barriers to successful implementation 
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Five theme categories speak to Research Question 2: preparation, first steps, 
maintenance, general ownership / buy-in, and evidence-based practices. 
As interviewees shared their experiences with RTI implementation in their middle 
schools, they related many minute details throughout their mostly chronological 
narratives. As an overall framework, therefore, the overarching chronological theme 
categories—preparation, first steps, and maintenance—will be presented before the more 
specific details that are infused into all multiple phases of a successful RTI 
implementation. 
The reader should bear in mind that at times, codes reflect narrative by 
representatives from districts wherein successful RTI implementation has already 
occurred (i.e., they are approaching full implementation); while at other times, codes 
reflect narrative by representatives from districts wherein successful implementation has 
yet to occur (i.e., they are at one of the three lower levels of RTI implementation). In 
either case, however, codes reflect suggestions—based upon real positive or negative 
experiences or anticipated experiences—of factors that contribute to successful RTI 
implementation. 
Theme Category 1: Preparation.  Preplanning was cited by interviewees as a 
necessary stage of successful RTI implementation. Within this theme category was the 
idea that RTI preplanning efforts ought to involve staff from various levels of authority 
within the school or district and representing a diverse array of specialties.  One 
respondent shared, 
So over the past six years, probably, more, but definitely with a real focused 
intent, we’ve been training cohorts of staff in research-based methodology 
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The involvement of a versatile preplanning team was emphasized alongside the 
many support systems a school has to offer students. Throughout the eight interviews 
different preplanning strategies were employed such as forming committees, preplanning 
teams, and steering teams all with the same end goal to organize the process of RTI 
implementation.  A respondent shared, 
So we took the child study team and changed it to the instructional support team.  
We don’t call it an RTI team, because we’re not formally implementing RTI per 
se, because we’re not required to, but the process is the same. 
This theme was coded as 1A, conduct planning with staff from multiple disciplines. 
Next, Theme 1B refers to statements wherein the resources that lie among the 
staff in terms of their specialized knowledge and training backgrounds were discussed 
relatively frequently. Perhaps owing to the fiscal restraints many public school districts 
are feeling from all funding sources, this theme predominated over the others in this 
category (n = 16).  Many of the interviewees spoke about using existing staff to 
implement RTI with a shift in process and application.  One respondent shared, 
Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions are provided by special ed teachers and reading 
teachers.  There’s discussion right now about using the mainstream support class, 
which is part of the collaborative teaching program to support kids who are not 
classified but may need support in the area of developing study skills, so that’s an 
example of a special ed teacher who would provide a Tier 3 organizational study 
skill type of Tier 3 intervention.   
Two respondents remarked about the use of a co-teacher or inclusion teacher to help 
support general education students in a mainstream classroom setting. 
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While it was only mentioned twice during the eight interviews, Theme 1C has 
relevancy here. This theme was raised by interviewees as part of RTI implementation 
preplanning, because new RTI implementations should be expected to be phased in with 
an element of adjustment.  Sample quotations from transcripts included, “The need for 
time to develop how it will be run and what systems need to be in place, and you need to 
adjust what you are already doing.” 
Just as time is the resource noted in the previous theme, Theme 1D cautions new 
RTI implementers to devote the resource of professional development funds in adequate 
quantities. This came up with a strong frequency level during the interviews, with the 
emphasis on RTI staff development and training, either using in-service consultants or 
outside sources through professional organizations.  Respondents shared, 
At that point in time we put together a group of professionals who went to 
different conferences, went to the state conference about RTI, also went to a local 
conference, sort of to get what the components of what RTI would include. 
All respondents interviewed had used some form of consultant in their respective districts 
to provide training to staffs, however, this did not necessarily aid in the level of 
implementation. One reason may be there was no building level buy-in, and another may 
be because there was no step-by-step process in place to implement RTI at the middle 
school level.  These factors will be discussed further in this chapter. 
Finally, RTI preplanning ought to include a review of research-based methods and 
materials that might be useful to the school in question. Since RTI is about approaching 
instruction using research-based interventions, a good deal of exploration and discussion 
about Theme 1E, what methods and materials are appropriate for a given school setting, 
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can set the stage for a successful RTI implementation experience later on.  Districts 
reported piloting programs with students as a way to explore this very important factor of 
the implementation process. . Of significance was that 7 out of 9 districts who used the 
same research-based screening measure to progress monitor the students as well, scored 
in the Approaching Full Implementation Stage.  Both respondents interviewed from this 
stage reported using the assessment AIMSweb.  Table 4.12 provides the frequencies of 
each theme under Category 1. 
Table 4.12 
Preparation: Descriptions and Frequency of Statements Coded as Themes Within 
Category 1 
Code Factors Contributing to Successful Implementation f 
1A Conduct planning with staff from multiple disciplines 4 
1B Evaluate resources and reorganize 16 
1C Devote enough time to allow for error correction 2 
1D Devote adequate resources to PD 11 
1E Review research-based methods and materials for adaptation to RTI 5 
Theme Category 2: First steps.   After preplanning has occurred, the 
implementation process needs to begin. Thus, Theme Category 2 is about the first steps 
of RTI implementation. Interviewees who fell below the Approaching Full 
Implementation Stage reported having parts, but not all, of the processes in place.  For 
example, providing only one or two tiers of intervention to students, or focusing first on 
progress monitoring, while leaving the use of a universal screener for a future time. This 
piecemeal implementation process fragments the intent of a RTI program that is 
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inherently systematic and structured in nature.  One example of this approach came from 
a respondent who shared, 
We already were intervening and we already had a system in place where we 
would look at kids that were struggling, and I think it was just looking at it from 
the aspect of the three-tier system and looking at it from the aspect of what are we 
already doing and how are we are measuring progress over time. 
References to this start-small approach to implementation were coded as theme 2A. 
Related to 2A, but different in that it addresses more big-picture concerns around 
RTI implementation, Theme 2B indicates statements by interviewees that elementary 
schools were the first places to see RTI implemented (RTI in New York State was 
mandated for Grades K–4 by the year 2012), which gives an explanation of why districts 
started with elementary and RTI implementation in middle and high schools came 
afterward.   
Just as in statements coded as 2A, the statements coded 2B were highlighted as 
ways to contain the enormity of the task of RTI implementation, thereby increasing the 
odds of a successful result. Further, because RTI is conceptualized as an early 
intervention paradigm, it seems logical that school districts would look to implement RTI 
programs in schools where the youngest students are located. Interviewees noted that a 
negative effect for students—especially Tier III students who are not classified—who had 
benefited from RTI intervention at their elementary school and, upon arriving at middle 
school, showed evidence of a further need of the programs that had supported them just 
the year earlier, but were not yet available at the middle school. Respondent’s own words 
exemplify why continuing RTI at the middle school level is important, 
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In regard to the middle school, we just started it this year and what prompted us is 
that since we already had full implementation at our elementary schools, the 
children that are transitioning from fifth to sixth grade are receiving supports right 
now and we sort of . . . there was a need as they were moving up to sixth grade, 
that they were still way behind their reading levels. 
Two respondents indicated the need to continue the research-based instruction that had 
just been provided to students who were leaving elementary school.  Respondents also 
remarked that many of their students did poorly on NYSED ELA testing and they were 
concerned about their progress and the lack of quantifiable data to provide them specific 
interventions moving into middle school. 
Theme 2C was raised relatively frequently (f = 14) as a worthy concern among 
interviewees. This theme represents statements about the unique challenges to RTI 
implementation presented by middle school scheduling. While this theme might be better 
viewed as a preplanning issue, interviewees tended to raise it in the context of the first 
steps of implementation.  
Within theme 2C, specific scheduling strategies were mentioned by interviewees 
with ample frequency to warrant subtheme definitions. These strategies demonstrate a 
high level of commitment to RTI implementation among middle school administration. It 
may be argued that the strategies described by subthemes 2C.1 and 2C.2 are more apt to 
address needs in a universal fashion—speaking to the need for scheduling changes in a 
system way—while subtheme 2C.3 describes an individualized strategy where it is difficult 
to fit into a student’s scheduled RTI without giving up something of equal importance. One 
respondent reported, “Blocking out time across grade levels would help support scheduling 
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RTI at the Tier 1 and Tier 2 level. Table 4.13 provides the frequencies of each theme under 
Category 2 and Table 4.14 the frequencies of each subtheme under Theme 2C. 
Table 4.13 
Implementations of First Steps: Descriptions and Frequencies of Themes Within 
Category 2 
Code Factors Contributing to Successful Implementation f 
2A Start with parts and expand 7 
2B Start/pilot at elementary schools and expand to middle schools 12 
2C Give RTI scheduling its due consideration, given the complexity of 
middle school schedules 14 
Table 4.14 
Frequencies of Subthemes Within Category 2C: Scheduling Accommodations 
Code Middle School Scheduling Accommodations for RTI Programs f 
2C.1 Build flexibility into schedule 5 
2C.2 Set aside a time block for RTI 5 
2C.3 Sacrifice electives / specials on an individual basis 4 
 
Theme Category 3: Maintenance.  When a school gets into an RTI rhythm, 
retaining the benefits of all the foregoing work becomes a priority. Thus, Category 3 
indicates the types of experiences and suggestions made by interviewees that speak to the 
successful maintenance of RTI implementation. 
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Four themes within this category emerged, three of which speak to taking an 
organized approach to RTI. This is not something with which schools and districts—and 
especially teachers—are unfamiliar.  Many of the daily successes that occur in a school 
can be attributed directly or indirectly to excellent systems or protocols being in place. 
Theme 3A represents interviewees’ statements regarding the frequency of RTI 
team meetings. The main takeaway from their statements was that the meetings occur at 
regular and relatively short intervals (i.e., weekly) to enhance the flow of information 
among team members. Two respondents indicated the need to continue the research-
based instruction that had just been provided to students who were leaving elementary 
school.  Respondents also remarked that many of their students did poorly on NYSED, 
ELA testing and they were concerned about their progress and the lack of quantifiable 
data to provide them specific interventions moving into middle school. 
Similarly, Theme 3B emerged around talk of this exchange of information, 
because interviewees highlighted the importance of the availability of new relevant 
information for RTI team members to use and share with their colleagues. Regular 
monitoring on a set schedule was suggested by interviewees to be a necessary component 
to successful maintenance of the RTI programs in their middle schools.  One respondent 
remarked, 
I think the RTI process is embedded in the IST [instructional support team], so it 
is a regular function that would occur on a scheduled basis anywhere from once a 
week to twice a month. 
Theme 3C indicates the statements by interviewees about the use of carefully 
named teams that can serve specific functions around the carefully designed process of 
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RTI. For instance, one interviewee mentioned the following teams throughout an 
interview: “data team, problem-solving team, steering committee, RTI district committee, 
pupil services team, SWAT team.” 
One respondent remarked that ownership from the teachers was more important 
than ownership from the building administrator.  Giving the team of teachers more 
autonomy was a way to engage them in the process and help them to take ownership of 
RTI. 
Finally, the issue of communication with and involvement of parents was raised 
relatively frequently. There were less than three instances of comments that complained 
of the over-involvement or low level of trust among parents (such instances were not 
included within theme code 3D). However, the theme that emerged addresses the need to 
inform parents of the services their students will be or are receiving. Several 
interviewees’ statements highlighted the importance of parent involvement, not just from 
a policy or legal standpoint, but also from the perspective of gathering additional 
information about special needs or feedback on interventions. Table 4.15 provides the 
frequencies of each theme under Category 3. 
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Table 4.15 
Maintenance: Descriptions and Frequencies of Themes Within Category 3 
Code Factors Contributing to Successful Implementation f 
3A Meet regularly with team(s) 7 
3B Set regular monitoring and intervention schedules  11 
3C Form multiple teams with unique and specific purposes and tasks 7 
3D Involve and inform parents 10 
Theme Category 4: Personnel ownership and buy-in. Personnel ownership, 
buy-in, or accountability emerged quite abundantly as an overarching theme category in 
the eight interviews. A total of 76 statements were identified as belonging to one of six 
themes under this category. These themes emerged from discussions of all stages of 
implementation and as independent topics. The message these various themes send 
supports the well-founded idea that buy-in is crucial to solidifying a sense of ownership 
of and initiative. Often, accountability via administration or policymakers will be a key 
ingredient in the development of this ownership as well. 
The most frequently occurring theme in this category, 4A, is the notion that 
general education staff must take ownership of their role in the implementation of RTI in 
order for it to be successful.  Respondents were adamant about general education taking 
ownership of the RTI initiate.  One respondent’s interpretation was, 
It is really about ownership, if it belongs to general education it will take on a 
form that is probably going to be very, very, supportive when it comes to taking 
care of kids and improving instruction.  If it becomes supplemental and is not 
owned by general ed, it will be just what we already had in special ed. 
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Alongside such comments, some interviewees mentioned special tactics utilized to 
encourage this ownership to take hold. On the preplanning and first steps end of the 
process of implementation, these tactics entailed efforts to steer assignment of leadership 
roles away from special education and toward general education personnel. On the more 
granular level and the point of delivery of interventions and services, interviewees 
reported their middle schools emphasized the fact that Tier 1 interventions are meant to 
occur in the mainstream classroom, embedded in daily curricular activities.  For example 
one interviewee remarked, “RTI should not be a place where kids go.”  One respondent 
stated, “At the elementary level, general education took ownership, while at the middle 
school level special education is implementing it.”  
Included in this theme code were statements regarding the importance for general 
and special education staff to collaborate in the implementation and continuation of RTI 
interventions (This calls to mind the theme code 1A from preplanning: conduct planning 
with staff from multiple disciplines.) . 
Although mentioned only twice within the interview texts, Theme 4B seemed 
worth mentioning here. The official stamp of approval from the Board Of Education 
(BOE), can go a long way to instilling a sense of accountability. The BOE is the most 
public arm of the school, where accountability is not only to a particular leader or 
administrator within a school or district, but further to the public. 
Theme 4C refers to statements wherein staff buy in around RTI implementation 
was reported to have occurred and noted to have been supportive to the implementation 
effort. Often these statements accompanied comments that buy-in occurs naturally when 
staff can, as one interviewee put it, “actually see it work.” When respondents were asked 
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whether they believed RTI implementation was reducing referrals to the Committee on 
Special Education, overwhelmingly the answer was yes.  This kind of positive 
perspective may also add value to the teacher’s perceptions of whether RTI is worth the 
effort.   
Another ingredient essential to staff buy-in is the commitment of the school’s 
leadership. Theme 4D was raised rather frequently by interviewees and was emphasized 
with statements such as, “Getting the principal to buy in is critical” and “The principal 
needs to own it” with the point that principals and other building administrators can best 
ensure the success of any program implementation when they act as overseers who 
encourage cooperation and empower the experts who deliver the instruction and services 
to students. Interestingly, assistant principals were listed most often as participating on a 
building-level intervention team. 
Occurring with equal frequency as Theme 4D, Theme 4E refers to statements that 
nonteaching staff, such as guidance counselors, social workers, psychologists, and 
therapists can enhance RTI implementation, when they are involved.  These staff added 
great value to the process of maintenance and organization of RTI and were integral to 
the process. Respondents reported using “all hands on deck” to screen students early in 
the year, so that intervention can be planned by late September or early October. 
Related to Theme 4D and seeming to warrant its own code, 4F related to the 
importance of empowering teachers as they do their parts to implement RTI in their 
middle schools. Several of the comments coded under Theme 4F make reference to a 
desire to make materials available to teaching staff; other comments highlight benefits 
that can come from valuing teacher input. One respondent noted that they had to work 
98 
closely with the teacher’s union to facilitate an open dialogue.  Table 4.16 provides the 
frequencies of each theme under Category 4. 
Table 4.16 
Personal Ownership and Buy-In: Descriptions and Frequencies of Themes Within 
Category 4 
Code Factors Contributing to Successful Implementation f 
4A Ownership by general education staff / collaboration with special education 
staff 
20 
4B BOE approval 2 
4C Staff buy-in 8 
4D Building leadership RTI buy-in / accountability 17 
4E Involvement of various teaching and non-teaching staff in RTI 
implementation processes 17 
4F Empower teaching staff 12 
Theme Category 5: Evidence-based practices.  RTI relies on research-based 
methodologies, programs, or schools of thought, therefore, inherent to any successful RTI 
implementation must be a continual use of and reference to evidence-based practices. 
Interviewees were largely aware of this scientific nature of RTI as is evidenced by the 
five main themes that emerged from the data. (The skip in codes exists because one code, 
Theme 5C, which encompasses all the specific instruments used for screening by 
interviewees’ middle schools, will be addressed separately in the narrative later in this 
section.) 
With the exception of Theme 5E, the themes in this category largely represent 
what interviewees reported that their middle school or district actually uses as part of 
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RTI.  Quotations drawn from the interviews exemplify how numerous, often major, 
factors are connected to RTI and how the appropriate resources are critical to its 
successful implementation. 
Theme 5A emphasized the importance of finding and using an appropriate 
benchmark for students either to begin RTI or monitor the progress of students. Some 
quotations indicate a middle school’s continuing need to find an apt benchmark, while 
others referenced specifically what is currently in use.  Many of the respondents had no 
systematic way to measure student learning and expected outcomes.  One respondent 
spoke to the need to find a way to measure student progress in a systematic way.  
Interestingly, no new staff needed to be part of the plan, just a reallocation of services 
within a detailed plan to identify and progress monitor student achievement.  One 
respondent stated, 
How they really could assess students is to come up with a plan to provide for 
whatever the difficulties seem to be. . . . Find a way to monitor it and come up 
with benchmarks of when to do it.  We don’t need any more personnel to do it, we 
don’t need any more personnel necessarily, but we do need a design of who owns 
what part of it and how to measure it. 
Theme 5B emerged as interviewees indicated a lack of—and need for—universal 
screening about as often as others indicated that universal screening is in place in a 
school or district.  One respondent stated, “We need a universal screener for ELA, and no 
one has taken a leadership role in this area.” 
 Sometimes universal screening was reported to be present in an elementary 
school, but still needed in the middle school.  One district respondent spoke to the need 
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for continued intervention for sixth-grade students and the need for a way to assess 
students coming from elementary more frequently to determine intervention strategies.  
One respondent remarked, 
We found that kids coming out of the fifth grade were at the cusp of the old 
criteria cutoff points, and those students did not do as well in sixth grade.  We 
didn’t want to make a year-long commitment to intervention, so the AIMSweb 
program is definitely what we are looking at with regards to a RTI lens. 
The overall message was in support of universal and regular screening for 
successful RTI implementation at the middle school level. Looking back to the survey 
data, 64% of respondents reported using the New York State assessment as a screening 
method, which is only a yearly assessment.  Clearly a research-based universal screening 
method was reported to be missing from the middle school setting with many district 
respondents admitting they do not have one. Additionally, some districts are using other 
methodologies, such as anecdotal data, as a screening tool, sometimes combining this 
with local and state assessments that are given once a year.  It is clear that school districts 
are working with what they have to implement RTI at the middle school level, but this 
falls short of the RTI guidelines and best practices for a successful RTI model. 
Theme 5C, which is not presented among the bars in the figure below, collected 
interviewees’ mentions of the screeners in use in their districts. These included all of the 
following instruments or methods: ELA, DIBELS, DRA, Non-assessment student data, 
Gates-MacGinitie, CARS program, Item Analysis, and SRI. 
Raised a bit more frequently than others in this category, Theme 5D touched on 
the idea that RTI pays off in terms of results. As we saw in relation to staff buy-in above, 
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seeing evidence that their efforts to make RTI implementation a success are supported by 
hard data allows teachers to directly receive positive feedback, which in turn boosts 
morale and sustains their efforts at RTI maintenance and growth.  Remarks from the 
respondents such as, “Definitely less referrals from the school,” and “For the most part, 
referrals that come from the RTI are good,” validate a school district’s collaborative 
efforts.  
Similar to Theme 5C, Themes 5E and 5F represent statements by interviewees 
about the usage of particular programs, instruments, or strategies for progress monitoring 
and intervention. All such statements display how the framework of RTI is flexible and 
individualized using a broad spectrum of practices that can be driven by the particular 
personnel responsible for implementation within a district or school. 
Instruments and programs cited by interviewees as in use by their school for 
progress monitoring include: CARS, AIMSweb, EET, DRA, and RTI Direct Instruments, 
programs, and methods cited by interviewees as in use by their school for intervention 
include: Fuundations, STARS program, AIMSweb, Read 180, Developmental Reading 
Assessment, small group reading with a special education teacher, clinical reading, 
reading comprehension, and peer “read-alouds.” Respondents that used research-based 
programs to progress monitor students were further along in the RTI implementation 
process. Table 4.17 provides the frequencies of each theme under Category 5. 
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Table 4.17 
 Evidence-Based Practice: Descriptions and Frequencies of Themes Within Category 5 
Code Factors Contributing to Successful Implementation 
f 
5A Use benchmarking 6 
5B Use universal screening 5 
5D Note and celebrate successes 11 
5E Create monitoring protocols using published instruments 10 
5F Create intervention protocols using published instruments 10 
Research Question 3: Qualitative Data Analysis 
What factors may pose a barrier to the implementation of RTI at the middle 
school level?  The Phase 2 interview questions were designed to understand the 
difficulties that schools may be experiencing during the RTI implementation process in 
their respective school district.  Three theme categories speak to research Question 3: 
evidence-based practices, next steps, and hindrances and challenges. During the 
interviews, respondents noted what still remains to be done in order to reach full RTI 
implementation, as well as barriers that either have been overcome or continue to stand in 
the way of a successful middle school RTI implementation.  
The themes that relate to Research Question 3 indicate areas that demand 
attention and action; respondents cautioned that to neglect any of them, RTI 
implementation might be problematic.  These final themes outline what school 
administrators believe are the major barriers to implementing RTI and what support may 
be needed to move toward the current guidelines. 
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Theme Category 6: Next steps.  All interviewees were prompted to speak about 
the direction in which they see RTI development at their respective middle schools 
moving. A variety of themes emerged in this category, perhaps in part due to the fact that 
interviewees represented middle schools that are at varying levels of RTI implementation.  
Theme 6A is a broad idea, in that the three tiers of intervention indicate significant 
differentiation among staff in terms of training and expertise as well as in terms of 
organization and scheduling. Echoing back to Theme 2A (implement parts of RTI and 
expand from there), Theme 6A is a clear initiative borne of the start-small type of 
approach to RTI implementation.  Consistent with the idea that general education staff 
ought to be engaged in the implementation process, some respondents made reference to 
starting with Tier 1 implementation and building to Tiers 2 and 3 after the Tier 1 
processes after in-class interventions have been clearly established.  Those districts that 
used this systematic approach were further along in the RTI implementation process.  
Those that “jumped” over steps, had a harder time organizing the RTI intervention 
process.  This is evident from the data results from Research Question 1: Quantitative 
Analysis, where the districts that scored at the Development Stage and the Early Stage 
had the basic core curriculum in place, but then skipped over the screening process.  
Many of these respondents, however, did state that they were looking at a universal 
screener; they just had not found one yet.   
Theme 6B indicates statements in which some interviewees expressed seeing the 
value to a successful RTI implementation plan that includes a research-based assessment 
such as AIMSweb. These statements included indications of plans for the near future to 
acquire progress monitoring and benchmarking systems. One respondent had just heard 
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of AIMSweb at a regional conference for Directors of Special Education and remarked, 
“We aren’t doing anything yet in the way of progress monitoring at the middle school, 
but based on the discussion up in Albany, I think we are considering it.” 
One respondent twice mentioned the idea that a school or district handbook that 
provides specific information on the day-to-day processes of RTI implementation would 
be useful to all those involved. This theme was labeled 6C. 
Themes 6D and 6E overlap quite a bit, conceptually. Each speaks to a need to 
reach a higher level of organization or to add more precision to established protocols. 
Theme 6E was more of a catch-all theme code in that it was assigned to statements such 
as, “one of the things that we haven’t looked at are our number of referrals” as well as 
statements like, “ . . . really help them to unify the cooperation, communication, and 
consistency across interventions . . . [and] pull it all together so that we begin to really 
look at kids through one lens.” 
Theme 6F was raised by interviewees as an urgent need. There was uniform 
agreement among most interviewees that regular screening must be done, using 
appropriate instruments in a universal fashion to ensure a successful RTI implementation. 
Frustration with the lack of consistent assessment program that can monitor progress over 
the course of a student’s stay at middle school was evident in respondent’s statements 
such as “I feel like reading instruction stops at the fifth grade,” and “I don’t know how 
predictive they [assessments] have become at the middle school level,” and “The first 
barrier is to find an appropriate universal screener.” 
Training and certification were highlighted in interviews as a continuing need by 
two different respondents. While it was noted that this need was especially great prior to 
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the initiation of RTI implementation, the need does not fade completely once RTI, in 
some form, is up and running. These responses were coded as Theme 6G. 
It is probably the case that respondents from schools that are at higher levels of 
RTI implementation were those who contributed to Theme 6H. These statements 
expressed enthusiasm for expansion of RTI outside of the main subject areas and into 
other avenues where students have significant needs, such as in the area of behavior. 
Finally, Theme 6I is noted, though only present in one interview’s text, because of 
its district-wide implications. The theme is best expressed in the respondent’s own words. 
We’re looking at several software packages as to where we can warehouse  and 
collect all of that data in a way that will be helpful both to classroom teachers . . . 
as well as a parental reporting system . . . as well as capturing the graphs, the data, 
the information, [and] in a historical manner, if we need to present it to the CSE. 
With a program such as RTI, much data are generated. How to manage the 
longitudinal view of a student’s data can quickly become overwhelming when a school or 
district is ill equipped in terms of database technology and resources. Table 4.18 provides 
the frequencies of each theme under Category 6. 
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Table 4.18 
Next Steps: Descriptions and Frequencies of Themes Within Category 6 
Code Factors Challenging Successful Implementation f 
6A A specific tier area needs targeting in future 10 
6B Begin use of a monitoring system such as AIMSweb 6 
6C A handbook for RTI compliance would be useful in the future 2 
6D Increase parent contact / involvement 2 
6E Systematize processes or “tighten up” procedures around RTI 7 
6F Universal screening for other than reading 8 
6G PD or certification training 2 
6H Expand use/perception of RTI as an applicable process across subject 
areas / disciplines 4 
6I Student information system to accommodate RTI data and facilitate RTI 
processes and communication 1 
Theme Category 7: Hindrances and challenges.   Theme Category 7 consists of 
28 coded statements in nine discrete theme codes. Regardless of the frequency with 
which barriers to successful RTI implementation were mentioned during interviews, all 
such comments are presented according to the themes into which they fall. Given the low 
frequency of each of the nine themes that occurred in the interview texts—and their 
contrasting big impacts—representative and self-explanatory quotations, rather than 
summary narrative, are provided in Table 4.19. 
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Table 4.19 
Category 7 Themes: Representative Quotations 
Theme Representative Quotation 
7A “I don’t see any feasibility of anybody being hired to do that.” 
7B “We’ve gone so far away from wanting to do multiple assessments that it’s hard to get people 
back on board.  At one point, . . . even 5 years ago, we were doing multiple different tests, 
standardized tests, and that’s now pretty much just limited to [the] New York state testing 
program because [the] teachers’ feeling is we’re constantly testing kids.” 
7C “Middle school AIS has always been a tricky place because a lot of times they’ll use that 
teaching period for [a teacher] who needs an extra period. You’re not necessarily getting a 
really strong teacher.” 
7D “Some people also feel [RTI] drags out the process. . . . That you’re not allowing students to 
access more intensive instruction until . . . they’re in second grade and they aren’t doing well.” 
7E “What we struggle with is . . . in the past 2 or 3 years, we get between 150 and 170 kids 
transferring in with IEPs. And that’s as big as some of our colleagues totaled.” 
7F “The difference in middle school is . . . once you start looking at different core subjects it 
doesn’t have that same interdisciplinary quality. . . . Teachers tend not [to be] . . . looking very 
often at writing [or reading] across the grade. . . . I think they’re looking at that as, ‘. . . how we 
can . . . measure student performance in different core subjects and how we could really 
provide [intervention at] Tiers 1, 2, and 3’ ” 
7G “My biggest concern with RTI at the middle school is that it seems that it’s a general ed 
initiative, but pretty much all my special ed staff is implementing it, . . . versus at the 
elementary school level, [where] it didn’t take that on . . . any things like RTI implementation, 
if it’s not the reading specialists, a special ed teacher is involved.” 
7H “We use report cards, attendance data, we use state reports, we use test grades; . . . we don’t 
have any progress monitoring at the middle school or anything of that nature.” 
7I “What has me really concerned is as we move forward [to] the race to the top and the 20% 
local assessment as the guidepost for teacher evaluation and principal evaluation. . . . 
Unfortunately at the state leadership level, they have not merged the lens.” 
Although these themes are self-explanatory per the sample quotations, extra 
narrative is called for regarding code 7H. This theme emerged three times in a single 
transcript. As asserted above, evidence-based practices are the root functions of RTI. 
Data collection starts a cycle of analysis, which ultimately leads to action and back to 
further data collection. When reliable—meaning regular and universal—data collection is 
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lacking, the foundation of RTI is inherently weak. By virtue of the definition of RTI, this 
speaks to the need for a prescribed universal screening process that is accessible to the 
middle school student. Many of the respondents’ statements speak to the other challenges 
that face a school district, with RTI being just one more mandate.  Scheduling, time, staff, 
and money are in short supply, and district administrators are feeling challenged by these 
mandates. Table 4.20 provides the frequencies of each theme under Category 7.  
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Table 4.20 
Hindrances and Challenges: Descriptions and Frequencies of Themes Within Category 7  
Code Hindrances and Challenges f 
7A Budget / hiring restraints 4 
7B Lack of staff buy-in due to resistance to administering more assessments 3 
7C Inconsistent quality in instruction sometimes results from flexible 
scheduling 
1 
7D Some people feel RTI is too slow to identify students w/needs for extra 
support 
2 
7E Lack of resources in terms of staff or time 3 
7F Middle school has unique issues relating to RTI processes and 
implementation. 
4 
7G Lack of participation/ownership from general ed staff (Due to the 
perception by some staff/leaders of RTI as a special ed. initiative) 
(Opposite of 1A) 
4 
7H Lack of regular screening / monitoring / intervention protocol (opposite 
of 4B) 
3 
7I State does not present a uniform “lens” through which districts can view 
their RTI-related mandates/tasks 
3 
Summary of Results 
The data from the survey and interview questions indicated that RTI at the middle 
school level in the three selected counties in New York has been implemented with a 
varying degree of intensity.  A significant finding was that 38% of middle schools 
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surveyed scored in the Approaching Full Implementation Stage.  This is impressive, 
given the lack of guidance from the NYSED with respect to secondary RTI 
implementation.  Of the middle schools not in the Approaching Full Implementation 
Stage, 21% scored in the Development Stage (and were moving toward full development) 
and 42% were struggling with implementing RTI. 
 The original survey included 12 main questions designed to elicit whether middle 
schools in these selected counties have implemented RTI and to what degree.  The survey 
questions further identified the processes that were currently in place and the level of 
implementation specific to the intricacies of RTI implementation at the middle school 
level.  Further analysis using the process of triangulation determined the validity of the 
stages developed.  This was accomplished by using specific data responses from the 
survey along with analyzing the follow-up interviews to confirm this information. 
The follow-up interview questions then added rich qualitative data, which further 
outlined the successes that school district administrators had implementing RTI as well as 
the difficulties that school administrators had pulling all the pieces together to implement 
RTI at the middle school level.   Seven main themes emerged from the data:  (a) 
Preparation, (b) First Steps, (c) Maintenance, (d) Personal Ownership/Buy In, (e) 
Evidenced-Based Practices, (f) Next Steps/Lessons Learned, (g) Hindrances and 
Challenges. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
As part of the re-authorization of IDEA in 2004, the New York State Education 
Department (NYSED) has mandated Response to Intervention (RTI) for Grades K 
through 4, to be fully implemented by the year 2012.  The NYSED, (2010) guidance 
document has outlined an overall process for implementing RTI, but provided no specific 
guidelines to middle schools across New York State.  This is contrary to other state 
education departments, for example, Pennsylvania and Connecticut that have outlined 
RTI implementation guidelines K through 12(McQuillan, 2008;Secondary RTI in 
Pennsylvania, 2008).   
The articulation from elementary to middle school is a significant transition in a 
student’s life.  According to Payne and Edwards (2010), middle school students start to 
show signs connected to high school drop-out as early as 6th grade and 1 in 3 students 
across the county fails to graduate from high school.  The graduation rate for minority 
students is even greater, with only a 50% chance of graduating on time.   
RTI surfaced from a growing body of research that the IQ-discrepancy model for 
identifying students with specific learning disabilities was failing.  For example, Fuchs et 
al. (2003) reported that Speece and Shekitka (2002) asked 218 members of the editorial 
boards of several scholarly journals how reading disabilities should be identified.  
Seventy percent claimed IQ-achievement discrepancy should play no role in the 
identification process.  Fuchs et al. (2003) went on to describe the IQ-discrepancy model 
as a poor index of intelligence and a “wait-to-fail” approach (p. 158). 
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The basis for an IQ-discrepancy model was that students had an inherent inability 
to learn to read.  RTI is defined as a federal mandate developed as part of the 
reauthorization of IDEA (2004), which requires that school districts provide early 
intervention using research-based instruction, prior to referring students to special 
education (IDEA, 2004).  Gallagher (2010) speaks to the silent crisis of the identification 
of children with learning disabilities over the years and the investment that schools and 
school personnel have had in the identification of such disabilities without a basic 
understanding of what a learning disability really means.  RTI was initiated because too 
many students were being classified as having learning disabilities without the 
appropriate research based reading instruction prior to a Committee on Special Education 
(CSE) referral.    
Lev Semenovich Vygotsky (1896–1934), looked at two factors when determining 
the potential of a child’s achievement.  The first factor was the child’s inherent cognitive 
ability, as measured by accepted measurement methods.  The second was the potential of 
the child’s achievement with the assistance and problem solving from others.  Vygotsky 
called the difference between the two the zone of proximal development (ZPD),“the 
distance between the actual developmental levels as determined by independent problem 
solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving 
under adult guidance or in collaboration with a more capable peer”  (Rutland & 
Campbell, 1996, p. 151).  Using Vgotsky’s ZPD, one can connect the theoretical rationale 
for the inception of RTI and the basis for the implementation of RTI, where it is assumed 
that students can learn, with the help of adults and the appropriate research-based reading 
instruction that individualizes instruction to each student. 
113 
This two-phase, mixed-methods program evaluation is designed with the intent to 
help school districts answer the following research questions and provide guidance to 
middle school administrators who are looking to fully implementing RTI in their middle 
school.  
1. To what degree (Approaching Full Implementation, Development Phase, 
Early Stage, and Not Started) have districts implemented RTI at the Middle School level 
(Phase 1)? 
2. What factors contributed to the successful implementation of RTI at the 
Middle School level (Phase 2)? 
3. What factors may have posed a barrier to the implementation of RTI at the 
Middle School level (Phase 2)? 
The survey results, along with the rich qualitative data collected from 
interviewing middle school administrators who were at various RTI implementation 
levels, provided an honest account of the difficulties and successes when implementing 
RTI at the middle school level.  The findings indicate seven overall themes: (a) 
Preparation, (b) First Steps, (c) Maintenance, (d) Personnel Ownership/Buy In, (e) 
Evidence-Based Practices, (f) Next Steps,(g) Lessons Learned, and (h) 
Hindrances/Challenges. These seven themes indicate a school district’s overall process of 
implementation and level of commitment to RTI, with a clearer sense of the successes 
and challenges that school districts are currently facing.  This information will be used to 
inform school districts of best practices and recommendations when considering RTI 
implementation at the middle school level. 
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This chapter will further discuss the implications of these themes and the overall 
breakdown of the quantitative data with respect to the number of school district 
respondents and their varying RTI implementation levels.  The limitations of this study 
will also be presented, along with suggestions for future research in the area of RTI.  
Finally, conclusions will summarize the five chapters of this research study. 
Implications of Findings 
This study outlines the implementation level of RTI in middle schools in 
southeastern New York State and gives a voice to middle school administrators with the 
intention of providing solid recommendations to middle schools that are considering 
implementation of RTI or have already started the implementation process.  This research 
supplements the current research in the area of RTI that has focused mainly on the 
elementary school setting.  The findings will provide middle schools with the necessary 
input needed to structure a RTI implementation at their middle school, so as it is 
effective, and meets the current recommended guidelines for implementation.  
 Surveying this selected group of administrators in three counties in New York, 
this researcher identified four potential stages of RTI development consistent with the 
NYSED, 2010 guidelines.  The four stages of development are:  
 Approaching Full Implementation Stage(AFIS), 
 Development Stage(DS), 
  Early Stage(ES), 
  Not Started Stage(NSS). 
To determine these four stages of development, this researcher developed 4 
survey section categories associated with a fully implemented RTI program.  These 
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categories were in part derived from a New York State Education Department memo 
dated April 2008, and written by James P. DeLorenzo, Statewide Coordinator of Special 
Education, and Vocational Education Services for Individuals with Disabilities and Jean 
C. Stevens, Associate Commissioner, Office of Instructional Support and Development 
(DeLorenzo & Stevens, 2008), and in part from an NYSED (2010) October 2010 
Response to Intervention Guidance Document developed by the NYSED.  The categories 
were as following: 
 Appropriate Instruction (AI), 
 Screening (S), 
 Instruction Matched to Student Need (IMSN), 
 Repeated Assessment of Student Needs (RASN). 
There were three questions in each of the four category sections that were 
associated with a fully implemented RTI program for a total of 12 questions.  A rubric 
(Appendix C) was developed by this researcher to determine minimum requirements for 
the 4 stages of RTI development.  The categories were further broken down into 
subcategories (Appendix F) to further delineate each RTI category and determine the 
relationship of these core requirements by the actual survey respondent’s responses 
(Appendix G). The subcategories included: 
 Basic Core Instruction (BCI), 
 Screening (S), 
 Tier levels of Intervention (T), 
 Progress Monitoring (PM). 
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Phase 1: Demographic data.  An important consideration in this research study 
was to survey a large enough sample where there could be greater validity with respect to 
the overall generalization of the study.  With this in mind, all 63 school district 
administrators in three purposefully selected counties in southeastern, New York State 
were sampled.  A 38% response rate was achieved.  Respondents were representative of 
the overall makeup of the county with respect to size of their middle school demographic 
as, urban, suburban, or rural designation.  The majority of middle schools who responded 
included Grades 6 through 8 totaling 67% of the total who responded.  Of the respondents 
surveyed, 87% held the title of Director of Special Education or Director of Pupil 
Personnel Services.   
Phase 1: Quantitative data and qualitative data. A significant finding of the 
Phase 1 survey indicated that 38% of the respondents had scored in the Approaching Full 
Implementation Stage.  This percentage was not anticipated due to the lack of NYSED 
guidelines associated with RTI implementation at the middle school level.  Another 21% 
of middle schools surveyed each scored at the Development Stage of RTI 
implementation, the Early Stage of implementation, and the Not Started Stage of 
Implementation.   
Approaching full implementation stage.  All nine respondents who scored in the 
AFIS, had all four subcategories (BCI, S, T, PM) in place.  School districts needed to 
have scored at least three of the six possible points in each category.  What was 
consistent with the AFIS was that the respondents indicated the investment in research-
based core instruction, screening, a  method to assess student need, as well as research-
based interventions that assess progress for struggling readers.  The findings in this top 
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group are significant, because all nine districts that were at the top level had all four basic 
criteria in place.  Further explanation for these results will be discussed later in the 
chapter. 
Not started stage.  The next stage that will be discussed is the lowest stage of RTI 
implementation.  In this stage significance was noted again, where all five respondent 
districts scored at the same level, but unlike the AFIS, the NSS stage respondents only 
had one subcategory in place, and that was basic core instruction (BCI).  The findings in 
this lower group were significant and reflective of districts that struggled to implement 
RTI at the middle school level.  Further explanation for these results will be discussed 
later in this chapter. 
Development stage and early stage.  The Development Stage and the Early Stage 
will be discussed together as a way to compare the two middle stages of RTI 
development.  What is of interest in these stages in the consistent inconsistency of the 
subcategories noted at this stage.  Both respondent scores for each of the stages, DS and 
ES, indicated that districts were implementing parts of the RTI requirements, but not all.  
Many of the respondents indicated starting with a core curriculum, but skipped over 
screening and went straight to progress monitoring.  Some respondents indicated lack of 
available resources in this area and a hesitation on respondent’s part to implement a 
model that is untested.  The research in this area of RTI at the middle school level 
supports this hesitation.  Johnson and Smith (2008) researched how most RTI programs 
are using standard interventions with specific materials and protocols.  These intervention 
tools are mainly geared for the elementary level student with “few secondary level 
interventions having the same level of research base on which to support their use” (p. 
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47).  Meanwhile, other districts had only the basic core instruction and screening 
protocols in place.  The main difference between the two stages were that the DS had 
more progress monitoring in place than the early stages.  The findings indicate that at 
these middle stages of development, middle school respondents employed inconsistent 
implementation strategies.  There are many reasons for this inconsistency that will be 
further discussed in this chapter. 
Phase 2: Qualitative data.  There were seven overarching themes that were 
identified when interviewing school district administrators about their RTI 
implementation process.  They are: (a) Preparation, (b) First Steps, (c) Maintenance, (d) 
Personnel Ownership/Buy In, (e) Evidence-Based Practices, (f) Next Steps, (g) lessons 
learned, and (h) Hindrances/Challenges.  The following provides the reader with an 
overview of the theme, its application to RTI in the middle school setting, and any 
substantiation to the literature. 
Preparation.  Preparing to implement a RTI program would be a necessary 
process when taking into consideration the enormous complexities of the task.  During 
this theme respondents shared the following as being important in the area of preparation.  
They included, conduct planning with staff from multiple disciplines, evaluate resources 
and reorganize, devote enough time to allow for error correction, devote adequate 
resources to professional development, and review research-based intervention.  The 
findings indicated that what was most important to districts was providing direct staff 
development and training to a multi-disciplinary group of staffs in the middle school 
setting.  There was a range of ways that districts accomplished this, from the director of 
special education attending a training and then turn-keying it to the principals, to districts 
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sending cohorts of staff to outside training (either one time or for repeated training) to 
one district having consultants come into the district to train staff. One respondent stated, 
“We started six years ago and looked at it as building capacity, cross-training, we had 
focused intent.” 
Shinn (2008) spoke to the difference between elementary and middle school RTI 
implementation to be the “lack of a clear mission statement with a clear focused special 
education delivery model” (p. 8.1).  He further defines the reasons that educators may be 
lagging behind at the secondary level is predicated on there “being no clear plan for how 
to do it” (p. 8.1).  Having a clear vision for the process would be instrumental in the 
development of a comprehensive RTI implementation plan. 
The findings indicate that districts who scored in any of the four stages of RTI 
development participated in some level of staff development.  The findings of 
significance were that those districts that provide multiple days of staff development to a 
RTI team and the district that had the consultant provide in-service training for a year 
with clear guidelines were further along with the process and had a more successful 
implementation outcomes.  These findings were further substantiated by Burns and 
Ysseldyke (2005)  analysis of four large scale intervention models, where phased in 
training of staff over a number of years were important implementation components of 
RTI implementation(p.12). Continuing along the line of preparation, an enormous part of 
the RTI implementation process is to use research-based assessments that provide 
screening to all students at a grade level and to progress monitor these students once an 
intervention is provided.  Finding a research-based assessment had been described as 
difficult for many of the respondents.   Johnson and Smith (2008) support this statement, 
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speaking to how these intervention tools are mainly geared for the elementary student 
with “few secondary level interventions having the same level of research base on which 
to support their use”(p. 47).  The findings indicate that those districts that were able to 
obtain funding and training for research-based assessments were also further along in the 
RTI process.  Of interest was that seven of the nine districts in the AFIS used AIMSweb, 
at some level, for RTI screening and or progress monitoring. 
Overall, the findings related to preparation speak to school districts providing 
staff development that is provided to a multidisciplinary team that meets regularly, or 
staff development that is individualized to the specific district and intensive in nature.  
Those districts that only provided staff development for administrators, or administrators 
who turn-keyed this information, were further behind on the continuum of RTI stages. 
First steps.  In this theme respondents shared many important aspects when 
taking those first steps in the RTI implementation process.  They included, start with 
parts and expand, pilot at the elementary schools and expand to middle school, 
scheduling concerns, and flexibility in the middle school schedule.  As identified in 
Chapter 4, those districts that scored in the middle levels of implementation stages (DS, 
ES) had a much more fragmented approach to implementing RTI.  Districts were 
combining assessments, using different assessments, and progress monitoring students 
with state and local assessments.  Only 4 out of the 10 respondents reported using a 
systematic approach to implementing RTI, by first developing their core curriculum or 
instruction and then identifying a screening measure, before moving on to tier levels of 
intervention, and progress monitoring.  This is not an exact science of how to implement 
RTI, however, the findings indicate that those districts that jumped over categories, or did 
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not follow-through on one category, were further down the continuum of implementation.  
Fuchs and Fuchs (2007) support the use of small group instruction as part of RTI to 
support reading remediation.  Many school districts already had this kind of intervention 
system in place for middle school students, so it was easy for some districts to develop 
tier levels of intervention, without providing the screening necessary to direct instruction.  
The findings indicate that systematic approach to implementing these smaller basic core 
requirements of RTI were beneficial to districts in the long run. 
Scheduling came through as another subtheme that was important to respondents.  
Respondents noted overall that it was difficult to schedule RTI throughout the school day 
and one respondent suggested “block scheduling” and remarked that “something has to 
go.”  The middle school setting speaks to the difficulty with implementing RTI. 
Respondents indicated that they did not necessarily require more staff to implement RTI, 
but a redistribution of teacher’s responsibilities using a flexible scheduling model was 
desired.  Respondents noted that students have back-to-back classes and, oftentimes, they 
have to miss specialty areas, like music, art, and technology to obtain intervention 
services.  Kozen et al. (2006) support this claim by stating that “there are fewer 
opportunities throughout the school day for interventions and compensatory reading 
instruction.”  Scheduling aside, middle schools need to find new ways to implement RTI 
within the middle school day.  On respondent was considering before and after school as 
ways to “fit” RTI into a student’s schedule. 
The transition from implementing RTI from the elementary to the middle school 
has not been very easy for all respondents.  All respondents, however, had noted that they 
had implemented RTI to some degree at the elementary level and the ones that did 
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implement RTI at the middle school level had identified a cohort of fifth-grade students 
who were not performing well.  Once these students were identified, the respondents felt 
compelled to continue the elementary model that had been shown to be working. 
Overall, when looking at first steps of RTI implementation, those districts that 
implemented RTI with a systematic approach were further along in the process.  Districts 
should continue to find creative ways to implement RTI at the middle school, and assess 
students who are articulating from elementary, so that a middle school support plan may 
continue. 
Maintenance.  This theme spoke to what is consistent in respect to the 
implementation of RTI at the middle school level.  Respondents spoke to meeting 
regularly with team(s), setting regular monitoring and intervention schedules, and 
forming more specific teams.  All respondents talked about having intervention teams in 
place.  Few of the respondents renamed the teams “RTI teams,” mostly to keep the 
already solid structure in place.  Having an intervention team in place did not necessarily 
predict how far along districts were in the implementation process.  Some respondents 
indicated that their teams were there well before RTI.  Some districts continued with the 
same process and just called it “RTI.”  The findings indicate that those districts that used 
data from the progress monitoring assessments, and presented a variety of data to the 
intervention team, had a better handle on the overall RTI process.  Johnson and Smith 
(2008) support the finding that many intervention teams are meeting regularly, but are not 
focused enough on data-driven information.  They stated that middle schools have had 
intervention teams in place for many years.  Intervention teams meet to discuss at risk 
students and make recommendations for specific interventions.  The difficulty with this 
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model is that there is little evidence that it is effective (p. 47).  Leadership on the RTI 
team was consistent throughout the respondent interviews, with either the assistant 
principal or the principal being a critical part of the team. 
Maintenance of the RTI program is important to the implementation process.  
Having a strong intervention team that has data-driven information is a critical pre-
requisite so that teams have the information they need to recommend an intervention. 
Personal ownership and buy-in. RTI is a multifaceted program with many 
different staff members working together.  Many of the respondent’s roles were in the 
area of special education administration.  These respondents were mostly responsible for 
beginning the process of implementing RTI in the districts overall.  Many of the 
subthemes revolved around staff and building-level buy-in.  The findings indicated that 
respondents were very concerned that RTI at the middle school was going to become a 
“special education initiative,” using only special education staff to provide interventions.  
This concern was also noted in the literature in Burns and Ysseldyke (2005) study where  
questions arose as to whether RTI should be owned at the district or building level with 
research needed in this area to implement RTI on a large scale.  The findings in this 
research study were clear that principal buy-in was noted with overarching consistency as 
a requirement for success.  Respondents noted that the building-level principal and 
assistant principals had to take this ownership.  There were some districts that had the 
assistant principal as the key person who is maintaining the program.  This investment or 
connection to the RTI process, translated to other staff members as well.  One respondent 
remarked that one of the English teachers just “ran with it.”  However, another 
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respondent remarked that some of the content area teachers had “difficulty moving out of 
their disciplines.”   
Having ownership and buy-in from the building level administration is critical to 
the mortality and success of any RTI process.  Finding those staff members, or somehow 
empowering them to take ownership of the program, was also a positive way to get RTI 
started and maintaining the initiative. 
Evidence-based practices.  Using research-based assessments as part of RTI is 
fundamental to its success.  Many districts are still reporting using the New York State 
Assessments as a screening method at the middle school level.  Those respondents who 
put in place research-based screeners early had more successful outcomes later on.  There 
is still significant concern from some respondents on whether these measures are 
effective and whether they will provide them with the information they need and, more 
importantly, whether it is valid.  The findings indicate that this is a main consideration for 
middle schools and a significant reason that respondents have not initiated screening as 
part of the RTI process or have “skipped” over this part of the process.  Fuchs et al. 
(2010) referred to the lack of research regarding the effectiveness of the RTI model at the 
secondary level, compared to the elementary level. He further related that findings do not 
increase the chances of the students passing the high-stakes state assessments.  Given 
these findings, why would school districts spend the time and use the resources to 
implement RTI at the middle school level?  
Nonetheless, respondents clearly agreed that, overall, they have seen a dramatic 
decrease in special education referrals and they believe that RTI is working, at least at the 
elementary level, and they have hope for this translating to the middle school level. This 
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translation of reduced referrals to the CSE could also potentially translate into an overall 
reduced cost to provide special education services to students in the long run.  Also, most 
of the respondents believed that the referrals that did end up coming to committee were 
warranted and all staff were “on board” with them.  Fuchs et al. (2008) described the IQ-
discrepancy model, which was the previous way that school districts determined 
eligibility of specific learning disability, as the “wait to fail” model.  RTI is clearly the 
more favored process, whereby districts provide intervention before referring to the CSE.  
Of interest was one respondent who stated that a student who had just transitioned from 
elementary and was in the sixth grade received so much support at Tier 3 in fifth grade, 
that he “fell apart” without that same level of support in the middle school.  When 
implementing RTI in the middle school it would be important to have a transition process 
in place from elementary to continue the interventions that were in place just a year 
before. 
In summary, finding a research-based screener or intervention is key to the 
successful implementation of RTI. 
Next steps.  RTI is a process that builds on itself.  Having some or all of these 
components can be helpful when looking from year to year.  Some of the subthemes that 
arose were varied with respect to respondent needs and what level they were already at.  
The included, implementation of a screening or progress monitoring system, a handbook 
to describe protocols and policies, increase in parental involvement, universal screening 
for other than reading, professional development, and a school wide computer-based 
system that can organize and track data produced from RTI.  One respondent asked for a 
“binder or a book of Tier 1 interventions” that he could pass out to his staff, while 
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another respondent asked just that the state education department provide consistent 
standards across grade levels. 
Hindrances and challenges.  This theme speaks to the overall differences and 
individuality of each middle school and the inherent culture in each district.  There are 
numerous variables with respect to challenges when considering implementing RTI.  
They can begin with the board of education and their commitment, as one respondent 
noted, the “BOE” approval is important when thinking of moving forward.  Other 
variables include budgetary constraints, staffing considerations, scheduling, and other 
mandates from the state.  One respondent shared, 
The difference in middle school is . . . once you start looking at different core 
subjects it doesn’t have that same interdisciplinary quality. . . . Teachers tend not 
[to be] . . . looking very often at writing [or reading] across the grade. . . . I think 
they’re looking at that as, ‘. . . how we can . . . measure student performance in 
different core subjects and how we could really provide [intervention at] Tiers 1, 
2, and 3. 
And another respondent shared, 
Middle school AIS has always been a tricky place because a lot of times they’ll 
use that teaching period for [a teacher] who needs an extra period. You’re not 
necessarily getting a really strong teacher. 
These quotes speak to the inherent dichotomy of working in a school system and the 
balance that administrators create with respect to not only the process of implementation 
of a mandated program but the personnel issues surrounding such an initiative.   
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School administrators are facing many challenges in the schools today.  There are 
many factors that can influence the success or lack of success when taking on these giant 
initiatives.  The NYSED has provided little guidance to middle schools across the state. 
Recommendations will be provided in the next section to address this deficit.  
Limitations of the Study 
This research studied the degree of middle school RTI implementation, its 
successes and challenges, in three purposefully selected counties in southeastern New 
York State.  This geographic location has the highest median household income in the 
state and may represent different challenges than other counties in New York or across 
the country. 
Although this survey was sent to all Directors of Special Education and Directors 
of Pupil Personnel Services in the three counties included in the study, further research 
may include surveying building-level administrators to broaden the scope of the findings. 
As noted in Chapter 3, there was an initial response rate of 44% to the survey.  A 
few variables contributed to the lack of response of the other 56% of administrators 
surveyed.  First, the time of the survey coincided with a very busy time of year in the 
field of special education and second, some respondents who did not have a fully 
implemented RTI model may not have wanted to participate, even though the survey was 
noted to be confidential.  This may have skewed the numbers toward more districts who 
did respond receiving full implementation status. 
Recommendations 
This section will report recommendations derived from this study.  The 
recommendations will be broken down into three different sections.  The first section will 
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highlight building-level recommendations, the second section will highlight district-level 
recommendations, and the third section will recommend future research studies in the 
area of RTI. 
Building level recommendations.  Middle schools have a wide range of 
resources available to them in the way of interventions.  Many middle schools are already 
reorganizing these services to implement RTI.  Districts reported that they do not 
necessarily need more staff to implement RTI, just a redistribution of responsibilities. 
Analyze your fifth-grade assessment scores.  When looking to implement RTI at 
the middle school level, the first step would be to analyze and collect data during the 
school year related your fifth-grade cohort.  This would include state, local, district, and, 
teacher-made assessments, which can be used to further identify RTI interventions in the 
sixth grade 
Multidisciplinary teams.  Having a multidisciplinary team who represents all the 
constituencies in the building would be important to a successful RTI implementation 
plan.  Utilizing the school psychologist, social worker, general education teacher, special 
education teacher, related service providers, and, even, classroom monitors would 
strengthen the collaborative practice of discussing students and potential intervention 
services or referrals to the CSE.  Identify what RTI data is necessary to be presented to 
the RTI team and be specific.  The more data that a team has to evaluate, the more in-
depth recommendations can come from the team. 
Leadership.  Leadership at the building level of RTI implementation in the 
middle school is critical.  Either the principal or assistant principal should take full 
ownership of implementing RTI for it to be sustainable and send a message to the staff 
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that RTI is not a special education initiative, but an initiative born out of general 
education, with special education and general education working together. 
Resources available already.  Middle schools reported that they had many 
resources to provide to students and oftentimes more staff was not required.  Take time to 
inventory the available resources already in your middle school.  Put together an 
inventory analysis that breaks down all the resources available and identify tier levels of 
interventions for each grade level. Remember to look at scheduling when identifying 
resources.  Oftentimes, adjusting a schedule, or using flexible or alternate scheduling, can 
free up resources that you did not otherwise think were available. 
Research-based interventions.  Empower staff in the school building to research 
screening and progress-monitoring assessments and interventions that are reliable and 
valid for middle school students, Grades 5 through 8.  Giving this ownership to teachers 
will help cement the process.  AIMSweb is one assessment and progress-monitoring 
system that was reported to be successfully used at the middle school level (See 
http://www.aimsweb.com.) 
Step-by-step.  When looking to start the implementation process of RTI at the 
middle school level, start small and work step-by-step to implement RTI.  This can be 
accomplished by first identifying and implementing a research-based core curriculum in 
your middle school, providing training for differentiated instruction, and making sure 
your curriculum is aligned to state standards.  Then pilot a program to screen students in 
at least one grade level, with a research-based screener and identify cut-off points 
associated with tier levels of intervention.  Then progress monitor students according to 
the minimum guidelines for each tier level and you are there! 
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District level recommendations.  The district-level administration plays a 
significant role in the success of implementing RTI at the middle school level. Having 
district-level support and planning, and of course funding, is key to its success. 
General education and special education working together.  Most of the survey 
respondents were directors of special education or directors of pupil personnel.  These 
respondents are reported to be the initial catalysts to RTI implementation at the middle 
school level, however, working with the principal or assistant principal who would 
eventually take ownership of the process leads to building wide success and 
sustainability. 
Staff development.  Utilizing professional development resources to implement 
RTI at the middle school level is important.  Many school districts had started with an 
elementary team to implement RTI at the primary grade levels.  The same level of 
commitment to a RTI team at the middle school level is necessary.  Using outside staff 
developers to initiate RTI protocols and guidelines will aid in the sustainability of the 
program.  Having a stable RTI team that is regularly trained to turnkey the information to 
the building level will provide the long-term guidance and problem-solving strategies that 
are required. 
Continually evaluate your RTI program district wide.  Continually evaluate your 
RTI program district-wide to determine how it is working.  Many respondents had 
remarked that they believed there was a significant decrease in referrals to the CSE.  
Most respondents had admitted they had not performed any real analysis of this 
statement.  Having this data would be important to justify the resources utilized to 
implement RTI at the middle school level.  This data would also be helpful for staff to see 
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the “fruit of their labor,” so to speak; so that they can justify that RTI really did prevent a 
student from a life-long disability classification.  Furthermore, in this highly volatile 
economic downturn, having data connected to any positive outcomes for students and the 
potential reduction in future cost of educating students with disabilities would be critical 
for school boards to present to the community, especially during the budget vote process. 
System for tracking data.  With all the data generated from RTI, districts should 
review any computer-based software, or data tracking systems to easily present the data 
results to parents or teachers who will be following the student to the next grade level. 
RTIm Direct is a full life-cycle software for tracking and documenting RTI interventions 
(http://www.iepdirect.com/iepdotnet/CT/response-to-intervention.html). 
Get parents onboard.  Develop an RTI parent/school partnership to facilitate the 
communication between home and school.  Parents want to be partners in their child’s 
education. Work together to bring RTI from the classroom to the home and back to the 
classroom. 
Get the union on board.  RTI is an initiative that crosses over all levels of 
certification.  Instructional and noninstructional staffs will be asked to screen, intervene, 
progress monitor, enter, and assist with all levels of RTI implementation.  Getting the 
union leaders on board prior to RTI implementation will help facilitate a smooth process 
and avoid any pitfalls that may arise. 
Future research in the area of RTI.  RTI is a complicated and multifaceted 
initiative mandated by the federal government.  State education departments across the 
country have organized RTI in a variety of ways.  Broadening the scope of RTI would 
further clarify the variables needed to move toward full implementation. 
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Conduct a statewide or nationwide RTI study.  Conduct a statewide or 
nationwide RTI study of secondary school implementation using the same research 
design as this study.  The following additional components would add value to the study: 
1. Research-based assessments: Conduct an analysis of the reliability and 
validity of research-based assessments for middle school students in Grades 5 through 8. 
2. RTI and CSE referrals:  Research the possible link between RTI services and 
the reduction of CSE referrals and the potential association of reduced costs. 
3. Research other areas of RTI:  Research other areas of RTI, for example, 
math, and behavior, and RTI implementation success. 
4. High Schools:  Continuing RTI at the high school level would potentially add 
to student outcomes and high school graduation rates.  Defining the particular areas at the 
high school level, using the RTI process, would be a way to help students who are falling 
through the cracks. 
Survey secondary building level administrators in the area of RTI.  Although 
this survey was sent to all directors of special education and directors of pupil personnel 
services in the three counties included in the study, further research may include 
surveying building-level administrators to broaden the scope of the findings. 
Conclusions 
Prior to the reauthorization of the IDEA (2004), school districts across the country 
were not required to provide students with a RTI approach to instruction prior to referring 
a student to the CSE.  Students were inconsistently provided with interventions and 
research-based reading programs were not required.  The reauthorization of IDEA 
changed the way school districts provided intervention to students by requiring the use of 
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research-based instruction and a process for screening all students in the area of reading; 
by comparing them with a cohort of their peers to assist teachers in the implementation of 
instruction that is more equitable and less reliant on teacher recommendation (Mellard et 
al., 2004). 
NYSED provided guidelines across the state that required school districts to 
provide RTI in Grades K through 4 by the year 2012.  There has yet to be any other 
guidelines for struggling secondary students with respect to continuing RTI at the 
secondary level, unlike other state education departments such as Pennsylvania and 
Connecticut, who have provided RTI guidelines in Grades K through 12.  
According to Payne and Edwards (2010), middle school students start to show 
signs connected to high school drop-out as early as sixth grade.  They identified five 
middle school factors that significantly reduce their potential to graduate from high 
school.  These factors were failing grades in Math, English, and Reading, 80% 
attendance, or an unsatisfactory grade in behavior in a content area.  Payne and Edwards 
go on to site that nearly 1 in 3 students across the country fails to graduate from high 
school.  The graduation rates for minority students are even greater, with only a 50% 
chance of graduating on time.  The intent of RTI is to address the academic and 
behavioral challenges of students; this should include middle school students. 
The lack of guidance by the NYSED has left school district administrators across 
New York State to develop their own guidelines with respect to continuing RTI from the 
elementary level to the secondary level.  Samuels (2009) concluded, “Without scientific 
literature outlining an overall method for applying RTI to secondary schools, educators 
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only have ‘best guesses’ for what components a program should have to be successful” 
(p. 21).   
Given the lack of guidelines for implementation and the subsequent lack of 
research on RTI at the secondary level, this researcher sought clarification with respect to 
the implementation level and commitment of middle schools to provide RTI to students, 
in a three-county geographic area northeast of New York City.  The following research 
questions were answered by the findings: 
1. To what degree, (Approaching Full Implementation Stage, Development 
Stage, Early Stage, and Not Started Stage, have districts implemented RTI at the Middle 
School level? 
2. What factors contributed to the successful implementation of RTI at the 
Middle School level?  
3. What factors may have been barriers to the implementation of RTI at the 
Middle School level? 
According to Glatthorn and Joyner (2005), using a “qualitative primary, 
quantitative first method, the researcher begins by collecting quantitative preliminary 
data as a basis for collecting and interpreting the primary qualitative data” (p. 40).  
This research study would be characterized as a regional program evaluation.  Formative 
evaluation, as described by Worthen et al. (2004), is often used early in the process of 
program development to “help re-channel time, money, and all types of human and 
material resources into a more productive direction” (p. 18). 
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the first essential question during 
Phase 1 of this study.  The grounded theory method was used to analyze the results 
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during the Phase 2 interview process.  According to Strauss and Corbin (1996) the term 
“grounded theory was derived from data that was systematically gathered and analyzed 
through the research process.  In this method, data collection, analysis, and eventually 
theory stand in close relationship with one another.  A researcher does not begin a 
process with a preconceived theory in mind.  Rather the researcher begins with an area of 
study and allows the theory to emerge from the data” (p. 12). 
The data from the survey and interview questions indicated that RTI at the middle 
school level in the three selected counties in New York has been implemented with a 
varying degree of intensity.  A significant finding was that 38% of middle schools 
surveyed scored in the Approaching Full Implementation Stage.  This is impressive, 
given the lack of guidance from the NYSED with respect to secondary RTI 
implementation.  Of the middle schools not in the Approaching Full Implementation 
Stage, 21% scored in the Development Stage (and were moving toward full development) 
and 42% were struggling with implementing RTI. 
 The original survey included 12 main questions designed to elicit whether middle 
schools in these selected counties have implemented RTI and to what degree.  The survey 
questions further identified the processes that were currently in place and the level of 
implementation specific to the intricacies of RTI implementation at the middle school 
level.  Further analysis using the process of triangulation determined the validity of the 
stages developed.  This was accomplished by using specific data responses from the 
survey along with analyzing the follow-up interviews to confirm this information. 
The follow-up interview questions then added rich qualitative data, which further 
outlined the successes that school district administrators had implementing RTI as well as 
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the difficulties that school administrators had pulling all the pieces together to implement 
RTI at the middle school level.  Seven main themes emerged from the data: (a) 
Preparation, (b) First Steps, (c) Maintenance, (d) Personal Ownership/Buy In, (e) 
Evidenced-Based Practices, (f) Next Steps/Lessons Learned, (g) Hindrances and 
Challenges.  
The information gathered from the Phase I study along with the seven themes 
identified in the Phase 2 interviews lead to the following recommendations: 
 Most of the survey respondents were directors of special education or directors of 
pupil personnel.  These respondents reported to be the initial catalysts to RTI 
implementation at the middle school level, however, working with the principal or 
assistant principal who would eventually take ownership of the process leads to building 
wide success and sustainability. 
Utilizing professional development resources to implement RTI at the middle 
school level is important.  Many school districts had started with an elementary team to 
implement RTI at the primary grade levels.  The same level of commitment to a RTI 
team at the middle school level is necessary.  Using outside staff developers to initiate 
RTI protocols and guidelines will aid in the sustainability of the program.  Having a 
stable RTI team, who is regularly trained, to turnkey the information to the building level 
will provide the long-term guidance and problem solving strategies that are required. 
Continually evaluate your RTI program district-wide to determine how it is 
working.  Many respondents had remarked that they believed there was a significant 
decrease in referrals to the CSE.  Most respondents had admitted they had not performed 
any real analysis of this statement.  Having this data would be important to justify the 
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resources utilized to implement RTI at the middle school level.  This data would also be 
helpful to staff to see the “fruit of their labor,” so to speak, so that they can justify that 
RTI really did prevent a student from a life-long disability classification.  Furthermore, in 
this highly volatile economic downturn, having data connected to any positive outcomes 
for students would be critical for school boards to present to the community, especially 
during the budget vote process. 
With all the data generated from RTI, districts should review any computer-based 
software, or data tracking systems to easily present the data results to parents or teachers 
who will be following the student to the next grade level. RTIm Direct is a full life-cycle 
software for tracking and documenting RTI interventions 
(http://www.iepdirect.com/iepdotnet/CT/response-to-intervention.html). 
Develop an RTI parent/school partnership to facilitate the communication 
between home and school.  Parents want to be partners in their child’s education. Work 
together to bring RTI from the classroom to the home and back to the classroom. 
RTI is an initiative that crosses over all levels of certification.  Instructional and 
noninstructional staffs will be asked to screen, intervene, progress monitor, enter, and 
assist with all levels of RTI implementation.  Getting the union leaders on board prior to 
RTI implementation will help facilitate a smooth process and avoid any pitfalls that may 
arise. 
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Appendix A: Initial Letter/Consent to Survey Participants 
January 30, 2011 
Dear Colleague:  
My name is Noreen Urso, I am the Director of Pupil Personnel and Special Education for 
the Eastchester School District in Westchester County, New York.  I am currently a 
Doctoral Candidate at St. John Fisher College in the Executive Leadership Program.  My 
research topic is titled, “An Investigation of Response to Intervention (RTI) 
Implementation in Middle Schools in Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland Counties in 
New York. 
Purpose 
Although currently RTI is not mandated at the secondary level in New York State, many 
school districts have begun to implement RTI in their middle and high schools. This very 
important research topic will help to assist school districts with the RTI implementation 
process at the secondary level.  I am happy to share my results with anyone who indicates 
this on question number 33. 
Participation 
I am asking that each school district in the three counties participate in the Phase 1 RTI 
survey, using the link below to Survey Monkey.  The Survey will take approximately 10 
minutes. After the survey information is compiled, I will randomly select a group of 
Administrators, depending on their survey responses, to complete a voluntary follow-up 
one on one interview that will take approximately 25 minutes. You will be asked to 
indicate your consent to participate during the survey on question # 1.Anyone who 
supervises the RTI program at the middle school level may participate in the survey. 
Compensation: You will not receive compensation for participating in this research. 
Risks and Benefits: The potential risks associated with this study are minor 
inconveniences due to time required to complete the survey and the time necessary to 
participate in an interview, if selected. 
Confidentiality: Your identity will be kept confidential. The records of this study will be 
kept private. In any report made public I will not include any information that will make 
it possible to identify you. Research records will be kept in a locked file; or on a 
password protected computer.  Only the researcher will have access to the records. Your 
tape-recorded interview, if you are selected to participate, will be destroyed after it has 
been transcribed. All qualitative data, including actual names, will be destroyed once data 
analysis has been exhausted. 
Your rights: As a research participant, you have the right to: 
1. Have the purpose of the study, and the expected risks and benefits fully 
explained to you before you choose to participate. 
2. Withdraw from participation at any time without penalty. 
3. Refuse to answer a particular question during the interview process 
without penalty.  
4. Be informed of the results of the study.   
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Should you have any questions or would like additional information about this research, 
please contact me at 914-625-6708 or nurso15@aol.com.  Please know the St. John 
Fisher College Institutional Review Board has approved this study and its procedures.  
The Board, itself, is responsible for ensuring the protection of research participants. 
Your consent on question number 1 (Q1) of the survey indicates your willingness to 
participate in this study and comply with all requirements.  
Please click on this link to access the survey now. 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/FBZ8TLD  
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Appendix C: Survey-Rubric 
 
Survey-Rubric 
 
 (circle one from each section) 
 
District Name:_________________________________________________ 
County_______________________________________________________ 
 
Appropriate Instruction-Section 3 
 
1. Does your middle school core curriculum provide research based reading 
instruction to all students in the general education class? 
 
Fully=2 
 Always 
 Most of the time 
Partially=1 
 Sometimes 
Not at All=0 
 Rarely 
 Unsure  
 Never 
 (skipped) 
 
2. Does your middle school use differentiated instruction to meet the wide range 
of student needs? 
 
Fully=2 
 Always 
 Most of the time 
Partially=1 
 Sometimes 
Not at All=0 
 Rarely 
 Unsure  
 Never 
 (skipped) 
 
3. Is your middle school curriculum aligned to the NY State learning standards? 
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Fully=2 
 Always 
 Most of the time 
Partially=1 
 Sometimes 
Not at All=0 
 Rarely 
 Unsure  
 Never 
 (skipped) 
 
Approaching Full: Maximum :6 
All criteria according to state guidelines met 
 
Development Maximum: 3 
Moving toward guidelines 
 
Screening-Section 4 
 
1. READING 
Indicate the following measures that you use as part of the RTI screening 
process in the area of Reading for all students in a grade level: Check all that 
apply. 
 
Fully=2 
 Research based assessments 
 Other-depending on the open-ended answer 
Partially=1 
 NY State ELA assessments 
 Other-depending on the open-ended answer 
Not at All=0 
 Neither 
 Unsure 
 Other-depending on the open-ended answer 
 (skipped) 
 
2. READING 
Please mark each grade level in which you provide research based screening to 
all 
students in a grade level in the area of Reading (for example AIMSweb, Gates 
MacGinitie) 
etc. 
 
Fully=2 
159 
 All of the above 
 Decoding, or comprehension, or fluency in three grade levels 
 Partially-1 
 Decoding, or comprehension, or fluency in 1-2 grade levels 
Not at All=0 
 None of the above 
 Unsure 
 (skipped) 
 
3. READING 
If you marked yes to any of the above please indicate the number of times per 
year you 
screen students in the area of Reading (Decoding/ Fluency, or Comprehension) 
at each 
grade level. 
 
Fully-2 
 3 times per year in the area of reading or decoding 
Partially-1 
 1-2 times per year in the area of reading or decoding 
Not at All=0 
 skipped 
 
Approaching Full: Maximum :6 
All criteria according to state guidelines met 
 
Development Maximum: 4 
Need to at least have research based screening methods, 2 points for question 
1, and one point for question 2 and question 3. 
 
 
Instruction Matched to Student Need-Section 5 
 
1. READING 
If you provide screening in the area of Reading (Decoding, Fluency, or 
Comprehension), based on the results, please mark if you provide explicit and 
systematic instruction matched to student need. 
 
Fully=2 
 Yes 
Partially=1 
 There is no answer for partially 
 
Not at All=0 
 No 
160 
 Not sure 
 (skipped) 
 
2. READING 
If you marked Yes to the above question do you provide Tier Levels of 
intervention that 
are increasingly intensive in the area of Reading (Decoding, Fluency, or 
Comprehension) prior to referring a student to the CSE? 
 
Fully=2 
 Yes 
Partially-1 
 There is no answer for partially 
 
Not at All=0 
 No 
 Not sure 
 (skipped) 
 
3. Please check the number of Tier levels you provide in the area of Reading: 
 
Fully-2 
 3 or 4 
Partially-1 
 1 or 2 
Not at All=0 
 unsure 
 skipped 
 
Maximum 6: Full implementation 
 
Approaching: 5  
No partial answer for questions 1 and question 2, for question 3 they would have 
to at least have 1-2 tier levels to be approaching full implementation 
 
 
Repeated Assessments of Student Achievement-Section 6 
 
1. Reading: 
Once a student is identified for a Tier level do you provide progress monitoring in 
the area of Reading? 
 
Fully=2 
 Yes 
 
161 
Partially=1 
 There is no answer for this question 
 
Not at All=0 
 Unsure 
 (skipped) 
 
2. Which of the following assessments do you use to progress monitor a 
student's performance in the area of Reading: 
 
Fully=2 
 Curriculum Based Measures (CBM's) 
 Standardized Assessments 
 Other depending on open-ended answer 
 
Partially=1 
 State Assessments 
 
Not at All=0 
 None 
 Unsure 
 (skipped) 
 
3. Reading: 
If you indicated that you provide progress monitoring in the area of Reading, 
please check the number of times you provide progress monitoring at each Tier 
level: 
 
Fully-2 
 Tier 1= minimum twice monthly 
 Tier 2=minimum twice monthly 
 Tier 3=minimum once per week 
 
Partially=1 
 Tier 1=minimum once monthly 
 Tier 2=minimum once monthly 
 Tier 3=minimum twice monthly 
 
Not at All=0 
 Anything less than Tier 2 criteria 
 (skipped) 
 
Full: 6 
 
Approaching:5 
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Questions 1 and question 2 require maximum points, question 3 need at least 1 
point 
 
Notification to Parents-Section 7-not included in scoring 
 
1. Notification to Parents: 
Do you provide written notification to parents when the student requires an 
intervention beyond that which is provided to all students in the general 
education classroom? 
 
Fully= 
 Yes 
 
Partially= 
 There is no answer for partially 
 
Not at All= 
 No 
 Unsure 
 (skipped) 
 
 
Not Started: Score 0-6 
 
Early Stages: Score 7-12 
 
Development Phase 13-18 
 
Approaching Full Implementation: 19-24 
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District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #31 2 3 1 Early Stage  
* 3 3 2 4 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 2 6 Screening 
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 1 1  
 1 6 0   
 2 6 0   
 3 6 0 0  
      
      
Subtotal   11   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #30  3 2 Not Started Basic Core 
 2 3 1   
 3 3 1 4  
 1 4 0   
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 0  
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 0 0  
 1 6 0   
 2 6 0   
 3 6 0 0  
Subtotal   4   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #28 1 3 1 Approaching Full  
 2 3 2 Implementation  
 3 3 2 5 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 2 6 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 2 6 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 2 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   23   
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District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #26 1 3 2 Approaching  
 2 3 1 Implementation  
 3 3 2 5 Basic Core 
 1 4 1   
 2 4 2 4 Screening 
 3 4 1   
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 1 5 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 1 5 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   19   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #25 1 3 1 Development  
 2 3 2   
 3 3 2 5 Basic Core 
 1 4 1   
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 1  
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 2 2  
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 2 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   14   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #23 1 3 1 Not Started Basic Core 
* 2 3 1   
 3 3 2 4  
 1 4 1   
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 1  
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 0 0  
 1 6 0   
 2 6 0   
 3 6 0 0  
Subtotal   5   
 
166 
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #22 1 3 1 Approaching full  
 2 3 2 Implementation  
 3 3 2 5 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 2 6 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 2 6 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 1 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   22   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #20 1 3 0 Early Stage  
 2 3 2   
 3 3 2 4 Basic Core 
 1 4 1   
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 1  
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 0 0  
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 2 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   11   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District 18 1 3 0 Not Started  
* 2 3 2   
 3 3 2 4 Basic Core 
 1 4 1   
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 1  
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 0 0  
 1 6 0   
 2 6 0   
 3 6 0 0  
Subtotal   5   
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District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #17 1 3 0 Approaching 
Full 
 
 2 3 1 Implementation  
 3 3 2 3 Basic Core 
 1 4 1   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 1 4 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 2 6 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 2 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   19   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #16 1 3 2 Development  
 2 3 2 Phase  
 3 3 2 6 Basic Core 
 1 4 1   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 2 5 Screening 
 1 5 0   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 1 3 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 1   
 3 6 0 3 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   17   
      
      
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #14 1 3 0 Early Stage  
 2 3 1   
 3 3 2 3 Basic Core 
 1 4 1   
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 1  
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 1 5 Tiers 
 1 6 0   
 2 6 1 1  
 3 6 0   
Subtotal   10   
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District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #13 1 3 1 Development  
* 2 3 1 Phase  
 3 3 2 4 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 1   
 3 4 1 4 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 1 5 Tiers 
 1 6 0   
 2 6 1   
 3 6 0 1  
Subtotal   14   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #12 1 3 1 Approaching full  
 2 3 1 Implementation  
 3 3 1 3 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 2 6 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 2 6 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 1 5 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   20   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #11  3 0 Early Stage  
 2 3 1   
 3 3 1 2  
 1 4 2   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 1 5 Screening 
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 0 0  
 1 6 0   
 2 6 0   
 3 6 0 0  
Subtotal   7   
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District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #10 1 3 0 Development  
 2 3 1 Phase  
 3 3 0 1  
 1 4 2   
 2 4 1   
 3 4 2 5 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 1 5 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 2 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   17   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #9  3 2 Approaching 
Full 
 
 2 3 2 Implementation  
 3 3 2 6 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 2 6 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 2 6 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 1 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   23   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #8 1 3 2 Approaching 
Full 
 
 2 3 2 Implementation  
 3 3 2 6 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 2 6 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 2 6 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 2 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   24   
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District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #7 1 3 1 Not Started  
 2 3 1   
 3 3 2 4 Basic Core 
 1 4 1   
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 1  
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 0 0  
 1 6 0   
 2 6 0   
 3 6 0 0  
Subtotal   5   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #6 1 3 1 Approaching 
Full 
 
* 2 3 2 Implementation  
 3 3 2 5 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 1   
 3 4 1 4 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 2 6 Tiers 
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 2 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   21   
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #4 1 3 1 Not Started  
* 2 3 1   
 3 3 1   
 1 4 1 3 Basic Core 
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 0  
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 0 0  
 1 6 0   
 2 6 0   
 3 6 0 0  
Subtotal   3   
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District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #3 1 3 2 Development  
* 2 3 2 Phase  
 3 3 2 6 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 0   
 3 4 0 0  
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 1 1  
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 1 5 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   14   
      
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #2 1 3 2 Early Stage  
* 2 3 2 6 Basic Core 
 3 3 2   
 1 4 1   
 2 4 2   
 3 4 1 4 Screening 
 1 5 0   
 2 5 0   
 3 5 0 0  
 1 6 0   
 2 6 1   
 3 6 0 1  
Subtotal   11   
      
 
District Question # Section # Score Stage Subcategory 
District #1 1 3 2 Approaching 
Full 
 
* 2 3 2 Implementation  
 3 3 2 6 Basic Core 
 1 4 2   
 2 4 1   
 3 4 2 5 Screening 
 1 5 2   
 2 5 2   
 3 5 2 6 Tiers  
 1 6 2   
 2 6 2   
 3 6 2 6 Prog Mon 
Subtotal   23   
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Appendix E: Rationale for Stages of RTI Development/Based on Rubric 
According to the Response to Intervention for New York State School Districts Guidance 
Document, 2010, a fully implemented RTI program would include, Appropriate 
Instruction, Screening, Instruction Matched to Student Need, and Repeated Assessment 
of Student Need.  The maximum score for each answer is 2, the maximum score for each 
section is 6, and the total survey maximum score is 24.  The theoretical AFIS would be a 
perfect score on the survey and the ideal implementation of RTI.  Actual school districts 
who begin the implementation of RTI will have gradations of implementation, that are 
subtle starting at a theoretical perfect stage of Approaching Full Implementation 
Stage(AFIS),  moving towards an Approaching Full Implementation Stage(AFIS), to a 
Developing Stage(DS), to an Early Stage (ES), down to the Not Started Stage (NSS), 
which would represent districts that scored 0 on all questions.  Below is a brief rationale 
of these subtle gradations in part developed by reviewing the NYSED guidance document 
noted above, and in part from this researcher’s professional experience and judgment of 
RTI.   
*Please note that each comparison stage, question and section score, is a suggested 
minimum requirement for that stage. 
 
RTI-Survey Implementation Scoring  Rationale Comparison  
Theoretical    Theoretical AFIS 
AFIS/AFIS        Question 1 Section Maximum AFIS Minimum 
                     1     (AI)     3                2                 1  
 2       3 2 0  
 3 3 2 0  
 1 (S)      4 2 2  
 2 4 2 2  
 3 4 2 2  
 1 (IMSN)   5 2 2  
 2 5 2 2  
 3 5 2 2  
 1 (RASN)   6 2 2  
 2 6 2 2  
 3 6 2 1  
Subtotal      
   24 18  
AFIS Theoretical maximum represents respondents scoring the maximum on each 
question. 
Comparison Theoretical AFIS/AFIS 
Section 3.  Middle schools should have partial response to a research based core 
curriculum. 
Section 4.  Middle schools should provide screening to three grade levels, using research-
based assessments for a minimum of three times a year. 
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Section 5. Middle schools should provide explicit instruction in at least three tier levels 
of increasingly intensive instruction. 
Section 6. Middle schools should provide progress monitoring using CBM’s in the area 
of reading at least twice monthly at tier 3. 
 
   AFIS Comparison  
AFIS/DS Question 1 Section minimum 
DS-
Minimum  
 1 (AI)     3 1 1  
 2 3 0 0  
 3 3 0 0  
 1 (S)      4 2 1  
 2 4 2 1  
 3 4 2 1  
 1 (IMSN)   5 2 2  
 2 5 2 2  
 3 5 2 1  
 1 (RASN)   6 2 2  
 2 6 2 1  
 3 6 1 1  
Subtotal   18 13  
      
 
Comparison AFIS/DS 
Section 3.  Middle schools should have partial response to a research based core 
curriculum. 
Section 4. Middle schools should be screening students using some measure in at least 1 
to 2 grade levels and screen 1 to 2 times per year. 
Section 5. Middle schools should provide explicit instruction in at least one to two tier 
levels of increasingly intensive instruction. 
Section 6. Middle schools should provide progress monitoring in the area of reading at 
least once monthly at tier 2. 
 
   DS Comparison  
DS/ES Question 1 Section minimum ES-Minimum  
 1 (AI)      3 1 1  
 2 3 0 0  
 3 3 0 0  
 1 (S)       4 1 1  
 2 4 1 1  
 3 4 1 1  
 1 (IMSN)    5 2 0  
 2 5 2 2  
 3 5 1 1  
 1 (RASN)    6 2 0  
 2 6 1 0  
 3 6 1 0  
Subtotal   13 7  
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Comparison: DS/ES 
Section 3.  Middle schools should have partial response to a research based core 
curriculum. 
Section 4.  Middle schools should be screening students using some measure in at least 1 
to 2 grade levels and screen 1 to 2 times per year. 
Section 5. Middle schools should provide instruction in at least one to two tier levels of 
increasingly intensive instruction. 
Section 6. Middle schools do not provide progress monitoring in any area of reading. 
 
   ES Comparison  
ES/NSS Question 1 Section minimum 
NSS-
Minimum  
 1 (AI)     3 1 0  
 2 3 0 0  
 3 3 0 0  
 1 (S)      4 1 0  
 2 4 1 0  
 3 4 1 0  
 1 (IMSN)   5 0 0  
 2 5 2 0  
 3 5 1 0  
 1 (RASN)   6 0 0  
 2 6 0 0  
 3 6 0 0  
      
subtotal   7 0  
NSS minimum represents score responses of 0 to all questions. 
 
Key: 
Stages of RTI implementation: 
 
AFIS:  Approaching Full Implementation Stage (18-24) 
DS:      Development Stage(13-17) 
ES:      Early Stage(7-12) 
NSS:    Not Started Stage(0-6) 
 
The four sections within the survey design 
AI:        Appropriate Instruction 
S:          Screening 
IMSN: Instruction Matched to Student Need 
RASN:  Repeated Assessment of Student Need 
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Appendix F: Rationale for Subcategories of RTI Development 
Each category represents an even more basic requirement of RTI  and a 
subcategory of the four stages of RTI development.  These categories were used to 
further confirm the validity of the four stages of RTI development and triangulate the 
information back to the minimum requirements set forth in the NYSED original  
guidance memo, dated April 2008. It was determined that 3 points in each section of the 
survey would meet these subcategory basic requirements.  The categories are as follows: 
Basic Core Instruction (BCI) Rationale: 
Appropriate instruction (BCI) delivered to all students in the general education 
class by qualified personnel.  Appropriate instruction in reading means scientific 
research-based reading programs that include explicit and systematic instruction in 
phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary development, reading fluency (including oral 
reading skills) and reading comprehension strategies (NYSED Guidance Document, 
2008). 
Screening (S) Rationale: 
Screenings (S) applied to all students in the class to identify those students who 
are not making academic progress at expected rates (NYSED Guidance Document, 
2008). 
Tier Levels (T) Rationale: 
Instruction matched to student need with increasingly intensive levels of targeted 
intervention (T) and instruction for students who do not make satisfactory progress in 
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their levels of performance and/or in their rate of learning to meet age or grade level 
standards (NYSED Guidance Document, 2008). 
Progress Monitoring(PM) Rationale: 
Repeated assessments (PM) of student achievement which should include 
curriculum based measures to determine if interventions are resulting in student progress 
toward age or grade level standards (NYSED Guidance Document, 2008). 
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Appendix G: Subcategory Scoring Breakdown 
Approaching Full Implementation Stage: 
District number  
28 (BCI, S, T, PM) 
26 (BCI, S, T, PM) 
22 (BCI, S, T, PM) 
17 (BCI, S, T, PM) 
12 (BCI, S, T, PM) 
9 (BCI, S, T, PM) 
8 (BCI, S, T, PM) 
6 (BCI, S, T, PM)* 
1 (BCI, S, T, PM)* 
Total: 9  
  
Development Stage: 
District number  
25 (BCI, PM) 
16 (BCI, S, T, PM) 
13 (BCI, S, T)* 
10 ( S, T, PM) 
3 (BCI,  PM)* 
Total: 5  
  
Early Stage: 
District number  
20 (BCI, PM) 
14 (BCI, T) 
11 (S) 
2 (BCI, S) 
31 (BCI, S)* 
Total: 5  
  
Not Started Stage: 
District number  
30 (BCI) 
23 (BCI)* 
18 (BCI)* 
  7 (BCI) 
4 (BCI)* 
Total: 5  
Grand Total Answered: 24 
* Interviewed 
Phase 1: Qualitative Triangulation: Must have scored at least 3 points in each section. 
 
BCI =  Basic Core Instruction, S = Screening, T = Tiers, PM: Progress Monitoring. 
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Appendix H: Phase 2 Follow-up Interview Questions—Approaching 
Full/Development Stage 
Follow-up Survey to Administrators who scored in the Fully or Partially 
implemented range according to the Phase 1 Survey 
 
How did RTI start in your school district? 
Which district level staff led RTI? 
Which district level staff led implementation efforts? 
Which district level staff is responsible for maintenance of RTI? 
Which staffs were involved in leading development of RTI? 
Did any other factors prompt implementation (i.e., principal, etc.)? 
If yes, what were they? 
Which school personnel lead RTI development in your school (i.e., principal, assistant 
principal, learning specialist, reading specialist, psychologist, etc.)? 
Which school personnel lead maintenance and refinement efforts in your school? 
Do you have an RTI leadership team in your school? 
If an RTI leadership team meets to discuss RTI aspects, on average how often does this 
occur (i.e., monthly, weekly, bi-monthly, quarterly, irregularly, etc.)? 
Which staff are the members of the RTI school level leadership team? 
What screeners do you use for reading? 
What measures do you use to monitor student progress? 
Is there anything else you would like to share with me about your implementation 
process? 
Are there any specific factors that you believe influenced your successful implementation 
of RTI at the middle school level that we have not talked about? 
*Thank you to The University of Kansas Center for Research on Learning for allowing 
the partial use of their survey instruments 
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Appendix I: Phase 2 Follow-up Interview Questions—Not Started 
 
Interview questions for middle schools that scored in the Not at All range according 
to the Phase 1 Survey. 
Has your school district begun to think about implementing RTI at your middle 
school(s)? 
If yes, what would that process look like? 
If no, why not? 
What do you think are some barriers particular to your middle school that may be 
influencing the lack of implementation of RTI? 
What do you think are some barriers particular to your overall school district that may be 
influencing the lack of implementation of RTI? 
If there was one person in your school district that you think could begin the process of 
implementing RTI, who would that be (title)? 
What supports do you think you would need to partially, or fully, implement RTI in your 
middle school(s). 
Are there funding considerations regarding implementing RTI in your middle school(s). 
Is there anything else you would like to add? 
 
